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" The Nation's Report Card R T AU R R ‘ Alabama

g Readmg 2003 eume st

Swapshes &3@@@98 - RIS ORGP |

The Natlonal Assessment of Educatlonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OveralllReading]ResultsifordAlabama i RIS udent{RercentagelatiNAERIAChievementfeyels]
. |
e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Qlcboma ‘P::bh(’
Alabama was 207. This was not found to be significantly 1992 L ', 3 18 13
different’ from the average score in 2002 (207), and was not 199" [ ] 29 13 183
found to be significantly different from the average score in 1998 | i 32 19
1992 (207). 2002 I 30 18 4

o Alabama's average score (207) in 2003 was lower than that of w003 | I i 5
the nation’s public schools (216). Naton (Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 003 8 A R
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Percentuge below Basic asd at Hasic Perceatuge at Profident and
Alabama were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not Advansed
significantly different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower Obelow 8asic D Basic 3 Profident €1 Advenced

than those in 42 jurisdictions. B Accommodutions wera not permitted for this assessment.

o The percentage of students in Alabama who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP readin
o . . s g scale ranges from O to 500, with the achlevement levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 22 perce.nt in 2003. This corresponding to the following points: Below Basi, 207 o lowar; Bast, 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Proficlent, 238-267; Advanced, 268 o chove
(22 percent), and was not found to be significantly different ’ ‘ ’
from 1992 (20 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 204 50 29 17 4
Female 48 211 44 32 19 5
White 60 219 34 35 24 6
Black 37 188 69 23 7 1
Hispanic 1 - - - - -—
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - -— - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 --- -— -— -— -
“Freelreduced-price school iunch
Eligible 54 193 63 26 10 1
Not eligible 45 1 224 29 35 27 9
A Seu Caps Batrsmn SdubdEraps . & ||| Reading Seelb Seors 68 Salbetd Rereanilss
o In 2003, male students in Alabama had an average score that 500J, Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (7 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 240’ 23 237
1992 (7 points). 2&2___...........0,_____% 75th
) . 230 236 235235
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 22 23
than that of Black students (30 points). This performance gap 209 1oL 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (30 points). 210 Boocles 03 210210
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 0 187
for Hispanic students in Alabama. 190 '&4___&2__"...- 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 182 182
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 170 »
students who were eligible (32 points). This performance gap z
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (29 points). OT
R78 '98 '02'03
Weeem Accommodations were not perinitied
Dimemst’} - Accommodations were peninitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

* *Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detai! may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available" category for Freefreduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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‘The Nation's Report Card Alaska

st Ragdi Grade 4
e a l n g 2003 Public Schools
" Snepehet Repect - ‘ I e s
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

©yeraliiReading]ResultslfordAlaska] R |iSitdentBercentagelatiNAERJAChievement]ifevels)
o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Aloska (Publid
Alaska was 212. 003 [ 47 I 30 S I 6
o Alaska's average score (212) in 2003 was lower® than that of Notion {Public)
the nation's public schools (216). 2003 [ &P+ ] 32 23 14
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentoge below Bask and at Bask Percentage ot Profkient and
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advenced
Alaska were higher than those in 6 jurisdictions, not Dbelow Basic O Basic Q) Proflcdent 1 Advanced
significantly different from those in 10 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 36 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scole ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement [evels
o The percentage of students in Alaska who performed at or corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 28 percent in 2003. The Profident, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above.
percentage of students in Alaska who performed at or above
the Basic leve! was 58 percent.

e N U AT

RerfE I NAT Rerti‘Agka TR TR o SR T

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups ] of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 205 1 481 29 19 4
Female 49 218 36 N 25 8
White, 54 226 27 33 30 10
Black 51 209 1 44 35 201 1
Hispanic 41 209 1 45 | 34 19 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 81 207 | 501 33 151 21
American Indian/Alaska Native 281 184 | 701 20 | 9l 1]
“Freelredu ce school lunch
Eligible 34 192 | 631 24 | 1 2
Not eligible 591 224 | 301 34 28 8l
JAveragelScotelGaps]BetweeniSelected{Groups] | Reaxding Seelo Seares e Seleated Fomeentiless |
@ In 2003, male students in Alaska had an average score that Scale Score Distribution
was lower than that of female students (13 points). This 25th soth 75th
performance gap was wider than that of the Nation (8 points). Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher || Alaska 186 | 216 241
than that of Black students (17 points). This performance gap Nation (Public) 193 219 243
was narrower than that of the Nation (30 points).
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (17 points). This performance An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP
gap was narrower than that of the Nation (28 points). reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,
. . middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,
o 1n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that nationally scored below 243, and 75 percent of students in Alaska
of students who were eligible (32 points). This performance scored below 241,
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (28
points).
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Alaska. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2~ Jurisdictions"” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment,
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from O to 500.

OverallReading]Results)ORATIZON NN L || S Reveenterp ed AR Achfovemeitlovels .
o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in A"m:(Pum) .
Arizona was 209. This was not found to be significantly 1992 C i 1 18 T3
different! from the average score in 2002 (205), and was not 199" [ m : ~| 28" |18
found to be significantly different from the average score in 1998 [ 4988 1 2 18
1992 (209). 2002 { [4¢1 I 79 - 17
. 7
o Arizona's average score (209) in 2003 was lower than that of ws L £ I 3 D
the nation’s public schools (216). Natlon (Public)
¢ Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003 L £ I 32 B Ll
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Parcentage below Hosi and ot Hosk Percentage at Profiient md
Arizona were higher than those in 3 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 7 jurisdictions, and lower B below Baske [ Baskc 3 Proficlent & Advanced
than those in 42 jurisdictions. n, dotions were not permitted for his
o The percentage of students in Arizona who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP readin
) \ . : g scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the adilevenient fevels
Sg?g:nttgg?vés:nii C;Zi’gg ttLe\!;eel &:I;Iga:i f?caagﬁ;cgi?ftelrr:es?f?g;n.rgbso 2 corvesponding 1o the following points: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basf, 208-237;
(22 percent), and was not found to be significantly different Prolklent, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or ubove.
from 1992 (21 percent).

[BerformancelcNAEBiReportinglGroupslinfArizonall

Percentage Average » Percentage of students at
Reporting groups _ o of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 206 1 49 30 17 4
Female 50 212 43 31 21 5
White 50 223 29 36 28 7
Black 5 196 59 28 11 2
Hispanic 36 195 62 26 10 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 225 32 30 27 11
American Indian/Alaska Native 7 182 75 19 5 #
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 47 194 63 26 10 1
Not eligible 43 225 1 28 36 28 8
e ragelccoteICapE etweenselectedlcroup I I ReadinalScalefScorestatiSelected|Rercentiles,
¢ In 2003, male students in Arizona had an average score that 500J’ Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (5 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 240' m
1992 (8 points). 2% ---""""'"---1:1-=-==--———<:w¢11 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 220
than that of Black students (27 points). This performance gap 2‘.2___210 210 "
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (22 points). 20 B 11 S0
00
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 29 187
than that of Hispanic students (28 points). This performance 190 S 179 181
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (23 points). 180 cn """""181 < 31 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 170 "
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of z
students who were eligible (32 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (32 points). K72 98 '02'03
Wecsd Accommodations were not permitied
[} Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds fo zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/iower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 *Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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* The Nation’s Report Cad =~ - ' Arkansas

sete Readmg 2003 . o s
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educatlonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts descnbed in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

@ In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in mc"“:: (Publit]
Arkansas was 214. This was not found to be significantly ot Lo (H ! 33
different® from the average score in 2002 (213), and was not o B TAPRT ] 30
found to be significantly different from the average score in 1998 | ay ] 32
1992 (211). 2000 [ 431 | 33

o Arkansas’ average score (214) in 2003 was lower than that of o Gl LELETT] 7 & 13
the nation's public schools (216). Natlon (Public}

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003 B £ I 32 - 28 Ll
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Bask and at Bask Percentage at Proficient md
Arkansas were higher than those in 8 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower Qlbelow Basic O Basie [ Profident B Advonced

than those in 34 jurisdictions. 1 5 ccommodations were not permitted for this assessment.

e The percentage of students in Arkansas who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP recdl ) from 0 1o 500, with the adl
above the NAEP Proficient level was 28 percent in 2003. This ‘e reading scee ranges from O to 500, with the adlevement evels
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(26 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (23 percent).

corresponding to the following points: Below Basic 207 or lower; Basig 208-237;
Prolklent, 238-267; Advonced, 268 or ahove.

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 | 209 45 30 20 5
Female 50 | 218 36 33 24 7
White 69 223 30 35 27 8
Black 25 190 68 23 9 1
Hispanic 4 204 52 31 15 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - -— -— -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -~ - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 53 204 51 29 17 4
Not eligible 43 227 26 35 29 10
Ao Seore Cxps Eatvesn Solessd Crops:. | | | ReadTng Sl Seones et Selasied) Rereenills
o In 2003, male students in Arkansas had an average score that 500,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (10 points). This ~
performanee gap was not significantly different from that of 240’ 2% 237* 2%
1992 (6 points). 230 '""."---""O-"’"""c'uqz 41 75th
® In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 20| a0 mpe na
than that pf sllack stud.ents (33 points). This performar]ce gap '""."-"----D-""""“o_zO; soth
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (29 points). 210 162
. . ; . . 200
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 188 186
for Hispanic students in Arkansas in 1992. 190 ."'24---""“5-—""—’]%?!%0 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 184
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 17 ”
students who were eligible (23 points). This performance gap z
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). OT
: 97 94 '98 ‘0203
®ecem Acommodations were not permitted
Dmesennel3 A ccotnmodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0~500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, } lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Freefreduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments. ,
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 sue Readln‘g 2003

California
Grade 4

Public Schools

@”m@@@&)@e Ropert

The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: readlng for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

el Reeling Rosuils (v Gellierte

@ |n 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

(ulxlorma (Pubﬁ()

California was 206. This was not found to be significantly "m: L k52 . -16 n.
different’ from the average score in 2002 (206), and was not 1oo® L 55 - 1 1 Bs
found to be significantly different from the average score in 1998 = £ 28 TR |
1992 (202). 2002 | ;0] T » 7

o California's average score (206) in 2003 was lower than that of 003 b 59 =1 L 16
the nation's public schools (216). Nation (Public}

¢ Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003 L 43 . 32 3 1]

fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in
California were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not
significantly different from those in 7 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 44 jurisdictions.

Percentage at Proficient and
Advaneed
Obelow Basic [ Basic [ Proficient ) Advanced

" 5 ccommadations were ot permitted for this assessment,

Percenlnge below Basic and at Basic

@ The percentage of students in California who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 21 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(21 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1992 (19 percent).

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ronges from 0 to 500, with the acilevement levels
corrosponding to the following poinis: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Baslq 208-237;
Prolkient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or chove.

oot VAP Reportig G o @eliorty. ¢ "

Percentage of students at

Percentage Average
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male ) 50 { 202 54 28 14 4
Female 501 209 47 29 18 6
White 34 224 31 34 26 9
Black 8 193 63 26 9 1
Hispanic 47 191 67 24 8 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 10 224 32 32 25 12
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - --
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 50 191 67 24 9 1
Not eligible 46 222 33 33 25 9
R ciaogiscorelcapaEeteenseiectedicroun MR [ IReadi nors calle core ats el cledIbercentlcSIN
o In 2003, male students in California had an average score that 500 Percentiles
was lower than that of fema]e §tudents (.7 points). This o . 292
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 230 .___2_2.*?______...4;3,_“_—@ 75th
1992 (9 points). % 232 2331233
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 205

. -.M
a0 | B Tmanenes 208 208 Oth

190

¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 1 176 176

than that of Hispanic students (33 points). This performance B me it amem D=0, 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (37 points). 170 SemeeettT W6

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 160
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of .’
students who were eligible (31 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (36 points).

than that of Black students (31 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (36 points).

72 9 ‘98

Beesdl Accommodutions were not permitted
D] Accommodutions were permitted

02'03

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared 1o previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available™ category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card Colorado
State R d ‘ Grade 4
e a I n g 2003 Public Schools
Snepshet Repest
The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP readlng scale ranges from 0 to 500.
5 Resulls (or Celeerlo |I€ {Rercer
e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in “brm (:"Hk) T . -
Colorado was 224. This was not found to be significantly lmn £ a8 38 2@
different from the average score in 1998 (220), and was higher 199" [ ge 1 3 R |
than the average score in 1992 (217). wis [ B | 35 . 416 8
33 z

o Colorado’s average score (224) in 2003 was higher than that of 1w [ S ] G
the nation's public schools (216). Nation (Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 ws [T H ! 2 2 i
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Percentuge below Bosk and ot Bask  Parcentage ot Profkient and
Colorado were higher than those in 27 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower below Baste (3 Basic Proficient B3 Advonced
than those in 3 jurisdictions. 1 pccommodations were not persdtted for this ssessment,

o The percentage of students in Colorado who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
above tthe NAEP Pﬁﬁc’egttle;el VYaSTa? pﬁrcg.r# n 2t0f03. T?ésgs carresponding to the following points: Belaw Bosic 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from Proficiont, 238-267; Ad 68 of chove.

(33 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (25 percent). vofidant, 238-267; Advoncad, 268 o chove
BeT oM anCe ONNAEBIRE LORINGIGLOUPSICOIOr2d O R }
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 220 33 34 25 7

Femge 49 227 28 31 30 11

White 67 | 2321 22 33 33 121

Black 5 208 46 36 17 1

Hispanic 231 205 52 30 15 3

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 225 31 36 24 9

American Indian/Alaska Native 1= - - et S

Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 30 207 { 49 32 17 3
Not eligible 69 23117 22 33 33 121
JYeraoeiscoralGapsiBetweeniselectedy I lIReading[ScalelScoreslatiSelected|Rercentile Y

o In 2003, male students in Colorado had an average score that SUO,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (7 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 45
1992 (6 points). 210 233*__711........-0—-————""“25'3 T5th

o [n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 5
than that of Black students (23 points). This performance gap 219 27 __.-.D___.c.——-g 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (21 points). 20 Bocougen 724 6

. 10

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 2 197 01 254
than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This performance 200 n...m()'_“..-"]5”"’_"9 209 <
gap was wider than that of 1992 (20 points). 190 ue

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 |
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of z
students who were eligible (25 points). This performance gap OL
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (26 points). L7 ‘98 ‘03

Wesaum Accommodotions were not permitted
Che===at] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 °Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationat A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework; reading for ‘
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

Connecticut was 228. This was not found to be significantly 1992: CE 1 35
different’ from the average score in 2002 (229), and was higher L L =8e 1 30
than the average score in 1992 (222). 1998 G 4 33

- . . 2002 | 32

o Connecticut's average score (228) in 2003 was higher than that 2003 o1 T
of the nation’s public schools (216).

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Natlon {Publk) . y
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in 2003 { I 2 L4l
Connecticut were higher than those in 48 jurisdictions, and not Percentage below Basic ond ot fask Percentage at Profiient and
significantly different from those in 4 jurisdictions. Advanced

o The percentage of students in Connecticut who performed at or a Qbelow Basic O Basic 1 Proficlont @ Advanced
above the NAEP Proficient level was 43 percent in 2003. This Accommodations were not permitted for this assessment.
percentage was not found to be S|gn|ﬁc§nt|y different from 2002 NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevensent lovels
(43 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (34 percent). corraspending to the following points: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basl¢ 208-237;

Prolkient, 238-267; Advonced, 268 o1 ahove.

P Ranes o AT Reperiny)

ik

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 224 30 32 29 10
Female 50 232 23 30 31 15
White 69 238 16 31 37 17
Black 14 201 54 34 1 1
Hispanic 14 206 51 31 15 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 231 26 30 30 14
American Indian/Alaska Native __ ~ ~ # o b
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 30 205 50 32 15 3
Not eligible 67 238 16 31 37 17
S @ Amen Sl @es ||| Readting Seeb Seeres e Silsted) Foreeniiks
o In 2003, male students in Connecticut had an average score SOO,L Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (8 points). This - 250 2% \
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 2454 _imensnenn D ) 75th
1992 (5 points). ;:: . _ g: 253734
o |n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 | 15° 227’_,..--"5——0—u 50th
than that of Black students (37 points). This performance gap X penom® 3 232232
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (34 points). 220 22° 251
- 1]
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 2&‘_ 199:_,--" 210 R
than that of Hispanic students (33 points). This performance 200 Rl
gap was not significantly different from that of 1392 (43 points). 150 3
@ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :[
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - —_—
students who were eligible (33 points). This performance gap 92 A ‘98 02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (35 points). Weeel Acommodations were ot permitted
Clmsmma) Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds lo zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 *Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

el Reekling Resvis for GEESS . || SuremRercntem R NAEP Askivemend

© In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in DDESS (Public — —
DDESS was 223. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [ STP | 3l i LB
different’ from the average score in 2002 (225), and was higher w2 [ 39* an g
than the average score in 1998 (219). 2003 | 3 I 34 2% Lth

¢ DoDEA/DDESS' average score (223) in 2003 was higher than Nation {Public)
that of the nation's public schools (216). 003 [ Ry ] 37 717l

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Porcontage below Bask and af Basie  Pencantage af Profkient uad
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
DDESS were higher than those in 27 jurisdictions, not below Basic O Basic 3 Proficient [ Advanced

significantly different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 3 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

e The percentage of students in DoDEA/DDESS who performed corresponding to the following points: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent in 2003. Proficent, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or cbove.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (34 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1998 (32 percent).

RerormancelolNAE BJRepOmingIGLoURSINDDE SO T TS, RNt TRt

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 218 | 371 36 22 6
Female 49 229 25 33 29 12
White 471 232 22 34 32 12
Black 27 213 43 36 18 3
Hispanic 18 1 216 41 34 19 6
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 — -— - - —
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -— - -— - -—
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 371 217 36 39 20
Not eligible 54 1 227 291 32 29 11
eSS corlCapsEcveemSelceledICroun S | R cadino s calecore stans clected[percenticS I
o In 2003, male students in DODEA/DDESS had an average 500J, Percentiles
score that was lower than that of female students (12 points). "
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 245
ints). [ ]
1998 (9 points) 240 = oy 75th
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230
than that of Black students (19 points). This performance gap n
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (19 points). 220 20 Wb 775 Stk
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 2o 197+
than that of Hispanic students (16 points). This performance 200 5./6}2*32 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (14 points). 130 | o4
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180

students who were eligible (9 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (13 points).

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of :l:
0
‘9

8 02'03
Wasaum Accommodutions were not permitted
Drwesl)  Accominodotions were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0—500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, 1 lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes In sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Nation'sReportCard ": ~ '~ . DoDDS

: Statg R ea @ n 2003 ‘ PuSicrgcdhin:‘.

8napshet Repect (IEES FAN-OBEA0

The Nat|ona| Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: readmg for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OyerallfReading[Results]foBo DD S B | (S dentiRercentagelatiNAE BlAChievementieyelsK
e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in DoDDS (Putlk) =5 .
DoDDS was 225. This was not found to be significantly 19947 [ : I 35 " B
different’ from the average score in 2002 (224), and was higher 1998 3 I
than the average score in 1994 (218). 002
0
o DoDEA/DoDDS' average score (225) in 2003 was higher than b
that of the nation’s public schools (216). Nation {Pubic)
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Percentuge below Bosk and at Bask Parceatage at Profkisat and
DoDDS were higher than those in 35 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 14 jurisdictions, and lower Ebelow Bosic [ Baste [ Proftctent &3 Advanced
than those in 3 jurisdictions. I Kccommodations were ot peraitted for ks assessment.
o The percentage of students in DODEA/DoDDS who performed NOTE: The NAEP rending scale ranges from 0 te 500, with the achievement levels
?Lor above :he NAEP Pﬁﬁdegt( Iegel \{vas_f35 pﬁrct:??ft in 2t0f03. correspanding to the following points: Below Basic 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
is percentage was not found to be significantly different from . 06T
2002 (33 percent), and was greater than that in 1994 (28 Frofidont, 238-267; Advantad, 268 of thove.
percent).

. ¥
5.

PO ance O NAERIREh o gICro P DSBSl

Pcrcentage Average Percentage of students at

_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 222 32 36 25 7
Female 49 228 24 38 28 10
White 49 230 22 35 32 11
Black 211 215 38 40 19 3
Hispanic 121 220 34 37 22 7
Asian/Pacific Islander 10 223 30 38 25 7
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - - -—

Lyvergs Sovre s G Scbed Gerps | | | Rendling Seells Soenes e Selesied Gomenilss
o In 2003, male students in DODEA/DoDDS had an average 500J/ Percentiles

score that was lower than that of female students (6 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250 246
1994 (10 points). A1 T, W—. = R 1]}
240 | @t 245 24524
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 225
than that of Black students (15 points). This performance gap WY ae e el E=0 504
was not significantly different from that of 1994 (18 points). 0| et 2 26
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 _L’M 25th
than that of Hispanic students (10 points). This performance 200 --""" 205205
gap was not significantly different from that of 1994 (10 points). 190
e Data for free/reduced-price school lunch were not available in T
DoDDS at grade 4 to compare gaps across assessment years. 0

‘98 '02'03
Be=ssm Accommodations were not permitted
D=3 Accomimodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higherthan, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 leve! was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Freefreduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

g for additional results and detailed information.

: partment of Educatio e of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

(Overall]Reading]ResultslfodDelaware] N (StudentBercentagefatiNA| ERJAChievementilfevels]
@ In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Dalwu:: {pukii - S
Delaware was 224. This was not found to be significantly 1092 L &b | 3 [ 20 B
different’ from the average score in 2002 (224), and was higher CITL O R | 29° 518 -
than the average score in 1992 (213). 998 [ o ap  C | 31 AT o5 |
00/ f J2¢] 3 £ E
o Delaware’s average score (224) in 2003 was higher than that of :oo§ T ! 3: — '.?:.&ée« mﬁ'ﬁ
the nation's public schools (216). . = n
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 "";‘o";‘s"’“““’l T ! _
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in = EL FEN #71
Delaware were higher than those in 33 jurisdictions, not Percentage below Bosi and ot Basi Percentage at Proficieut and
significantly different from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower Advameed
than those in 3 jurisdictions. Dbelow Basic [ Basic T Profident & Advonced
o The percentage of students in Delaware who performed at or " Accommadations were not pernitted for this assessment.
above the NAEP Proficient leve! was 33 percent in 2003. This NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievenient levels
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 cotrosponding to the followlng peints: Below Busi, 207 or lower; Basl, 208-237;
(35 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (24 percent). Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 o above

B

Performance OINAERIRE pCriNg (GLOUPSIIN Delaware SIS S CRspus ¥

e
u\avﬁ%gf o

: ;. 0 e R
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 222 31 39 24 5
Female o o _ 51 228 27 37 28 8
White 56 233 18 39 34 10
Black 33 211 46 38 14 2
Hispanic 81 209 47 33 17 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 238 14 38 36 13
American Indian/Alaska Native # — -— — -— -
Freefreduced-price school lunch T sy e T
Eligible 38 212 44 38 16 2
Not eligible 54 | 231 20 39 32 9
AveragejscorelGaps]BetweeniSelectediGrotups IS = | | Reardiing Sexll Seeres e Sellssted Pareeifls . .,
o In 2003, male students in Delaware had an average score that 500’L Porcentiles
was lower than that of female students (4 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of g
1992 (8 points). o . .
. . o | WL s BT
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 220 cqpenane oo
than that of Black students (22 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (26 points). mfag e s
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate '210 e 241
for Hispanic students in Delaware in 1992. 200 190+ |W
- . 190 LIS . und 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 1292 P
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 180 il 183*
students who were eligible (20 points). This performance gap 170
was narrower than that of 1998 (30 points). >
oL
2 98 02'03
Bee=l Accommodations were not permitted
Deem=0) Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -~ Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments,
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts descrlbed in the NAEP framework readlng for
literary experlence and to gain information. The NAEP readlng scale ranges from O to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Disrc o (:l"mhm (Public — ..
District of Columbia was 188. This was not found to be 1092 L » 20, = 12 - )’5 B
significantly different* from the average score in 2002 (191), 1999° L = 74 L fml_lﬁ__ﬁﬂ 2
and was not found to be significantly different from the average 1998 | 73 B 1- [efls
score in 1992 (188). 2002 [ [49] T n 3h 1

o District of Columbia's average score (188) in 2003 was lower wos (DR OH oo 1 2 sefls
than that of the nation's public schools (216). Nation (Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003 Ce ] 32 13 L
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Bosk and at Basic  Percentage al Proficeat
District of Columbia were lower than those in 52 jurisdictions. and Advenced

o The percentage of students in District of Columbia who " Dbelow Bask 0 Basie O Proficdent T Advarced
performed at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 10 A dations were not permitted for this assessment.
percent in 2093‘ This percentage was not found to be NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 10 500, with the adilevenent levels
?lgnlgiant:ly d'|ffe';'ent ftll'or:jt'f%OOZ t(1fo pe:%%nzt),fond was ?Ot corresponding to the following polnts: Below Baste 207 o lower; Bast 208-237;
ound to be significantly difterent from (10 percent). Prolkient, 238-267; Advanced 268 or ahove.

IPeorManceoNAEBIREPORING, GLoupSINIDIStICRORC luMbiaie

Percentage  Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 49 182 74 18 6 2
Female 1S 64 23 9 41
White 51 254 10 20 33 37
Black 85! 184 | 73 20 6 1
Hispanic 9t 187 71 21 6 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 — - — - -
'American Indian/Alaska Native ~~~# -- - - e -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 701 182 75 19 5 1
Not eligible 251 206 52 24 15 9
A erageccoraGapaBetweenselectedGroup X ] IReadinolScaletScoresfatiSelectediPercentilesim
@ In 2003, male students in District of Columbia had an average SOO,L Percentiles
score that was lower than that of female students (13 points). g
This performance gap was wider than that of 1992 (6 points). 220/ 214 m
© In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher no | M2, ..-----n—-ﬂ—""";?;'ﬁ 75th
than that of Black students (70 points). This performance gap 200
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (62 points). 190 188
] 8z°
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 180 .'"17.9.’..-...-1 191189 5041
than that of Hispanic students (67 points). This performance 180°*
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (57 points). 170 162 £
160 -
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 150 ~J'________|23 162 pep
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 5 18
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap 140
was narrower than that of 1998 (42 points). ~
oL
92 ‘4 '98 '02'03
Beoosdl Acominodutions were not permitted
e Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "information not available™ category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/inationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationat A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: readmg for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from O to 500.

vl Readng Resnio fer Fleidy IR lCaendRerC o G laINAE EIAChievement T

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Florida :rum) - 7 T
Florida was 218. This was higher' than the average score in G 3 — ‘ls'fﬁE 3
2002 (214), and was higher than the average score in 1992 19os® X J s T B
(208). wee [ 0B ] 3 T4

. 2002 3 33 2

o Florida's average score (218) in 2003 was not found to be 2003 I [ agu l' N s%&-‘:zh s
significantly different from that of the nation's public schools B e
(216). Natlon (Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003 L 321 | k2 FER b7
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Percentage below Bosk and at fosk  Percentage at Profiieat and
Florida were higher than those in 14 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower O below Baste O Baste [ Profldens & Advonced
than those in 20 jurisdictions. 0y dations were not permitted for this

e The percentage of students in Florida who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achfevenient levels

above the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. This
percentage was greater than that in 2002 (27 percent), and
was greater than that in 1992 (21 percent).

corresponding to the {ollowing polnis: Below Basic 207 or lower; Basi¢ 208-237;
Prolkient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above.

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 214 42 30 22 6
Female 49 222 33 33 25 9
White 51 229 25 33 31 11
Black 23 198 60 27 11 2
Hispanic 21 211 45 31 19 5
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 233 21 35 29 15
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - — - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 48 | 205 51 30 15 3
Not eligible 50 1 231 23 32 32 12
e O @ s Bareen Sdedx @rrpe ¢ ||| Reading Seel Seeres e Selbeiss Rersenilizs
o In 2003, male students in Florida had an average score that SOO,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (9 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’
1992 (6 points).
(6 ponts) 240 f 234 257 ..2M5 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 Bosw@ussscn - 240°¢ !
than that of Black students (31 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (33 points). 20 210° 08+ 212° 22 sou
Ponsoguanss="®
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 - il
than that of Hispanic students (18 points). This performance 200
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (15 points). 190 '3.5' 178 183+ 197 194 251k
ey cewes® 1
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 Semens 181+
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 170
students who were eligible (26 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (29 points). OT
92 ‘Y9 ‘98 02'03
W=l Accommodations were not permitted
O3 fccommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003, 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002,

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

* "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scate scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationat Center for Education Statistics, Nationaf Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Oerel Reading Reonlis for @enifs || Srumdtone Pereenten €8 NAEP Aovemmemlonds |

Georgin {Public)

o |n 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

Georgia was 214. This was not found to be significantly 1992° [ L$3 l 32 AR 5
different’ from the average score in 2002 (215), and was not 1994° [ ar Lo (7
found to be significantly different from the average score in o9 [ i 30 TS i |
1992 (212). 002 all- I 31 e 1

o Georgia's average score (214) in 2003 was lower than that of w3 L ar 1 32 201G
the nation's public schools (216). Nation {Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 ne 2 A 3 n. L
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Percentage below Basic ond ot Bosi Percentage at Profiient and
Georgia were higher than those in 9 jurisdictions, not Advonted
significantly different from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower Dl bolow Basic O Basic [ Profictent £ Advenced

than those in 35 jurisdictions. M pccommodations were not permitted for this assessrent.

o The percentage of students in Georgia who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scal
) ’ . : g scale ranges from O to 500, with the achlevement levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 27 p erce.nt in 2003. This cotresponding to the following points: Below Basic 207 or lower; Basl¢ 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Profien, 238-267: Advanced, 268 ot ahove
(28 percent), and was not found to be significantly different ’ ‘ :
from 1992 (25 percent).

RerormancelcINAERIREpORINgIGLoupstinIGeorgial BT e
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 210 45 32 19 5
Female 48 218 37 33 22 8
White 51 226 28 34 28 10
Black 38 199 58 30 11 2
Hispanic 6 201 52 31 15 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 233 23 34 22 21
American Indian/Alaska Native # - --- - -- -—
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 47 200 57 30 11
Not eligible 46 227 26 34 29 11

e Seare @eps Catwesn Selasktsd) Ereups 1 || Reexing Seele Seeres e Sellosiod) Rereaniilss
o In 2003, male students in Georgia had an average score that 500J/ Percentiles

was lower than that of female students (8 points). This g

performance gap was not significantly different from that of 240’ 2?___?29""""237 I5th

1992 (5 points). 20 2'0-""37 241 23 7M
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 2% 214 A3

than that of Black students (27 points). This performance gap L YO § | R . < TR

was not significantly different from that of 1992 (28 points). 210 .- 217 nre

. . . ) ) 200
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 188

for Hispanic students in Georgia in 1992. 190 l-..ln‘ -.-._185 191139 25th
180 [ 183

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 170 »
students who were eligible (27 points). This performance gap z
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (32 points). OT

97 A 98 0203

Be==am Acommodations were not permitted
D] A¢commodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

sogont

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in
Hawaii was 208. This was not found to be significantly different’
from the average score in 2002 (208), and was higher than the
average score in 1992 (203).

o Hawaii's average score (208) in 2003 was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (216).

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in
Hawaii were higher than those in 2 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 42 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in Hawaii who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 21 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(21 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (17 percent).

EStudent{PercentagelatiNAERIACh
Howail {Publi)
19927 [ ] 3 11 B3
19t A K 4|
1998 [E I o A0 3
2002 E 1 3 173K
2003 [ ] 32 7 0
Nation {Public)
2003 32 23 5L
Pereeatage below Basic and at Basic Percentage at Proficient and
Advenced
Dbelow Bastc Ol Basic O Profictent € Advanced

M Accommodations were not permitted for this assessment.
NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the acilevenent levels

corresponding to the following peints: Below Basi, 207 or lower; Baslc 208-237;
Profkient, 138-267; Advanced, 268 or above.

L

BerormanceloNAE RIREPOINGIGLOUDSTINTHawai e T .
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 202 53 30 14 3
Female 49 215 39 35 20 6
White 16 221 32 33 26 9
Black 2 211 42 41 17 1
Hispanic 3 204 47 37 14 2
Asian/Pacific islander 67 205 50 32 15 3
American Indian/Alaska Natve ~ ~  #  e-  -- - --- -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 48 197 59 28 11 2
Not eligible 51 219 35 36 23 6
I eagelocoreicansBeweenoelectediCroun MMM | [Readinglscalstecorestatoelected
@ In 2003, male students in Hawaii had an average score that 500,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (13 points). This g 2
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 230’ 739____. SR 2. 1 75l
1992 (10 paints). s pores 31 h
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher a0 ] 8 gpee 204"
than that of Black students (10 points). This performance gap Braspasasunun 216211 501h
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (7 points). 200 203°
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 190 1.8'0 . .
than that of Hispanic students (18 points). This performance 180 s L
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (19 points). 170 174*
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 160 ”
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of z
students who were eligible (22 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (27 points). 97 94 98 0203
We== Acommodations were not permitied
Cemmeld Acomnmodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2003.

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percenlages.

Visit hitp:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.

18 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Idaho

Grade 4
Public Schools
- Snapshet Ropest . . . esmesees]

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

©veralliReading[Resultslfordldanolis = N 1S udentiBercentagelafNAERIAChievementjlfevelsy
e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Huho‘PUM:)
Idaho was 218. This was not found to be significantly different’ o L0 39° — 8 I
from the average score in 2002 (220), and was not found to be w02 | 1310 35 226 .l
significantly different from the average score in 1992 (219). s [T L] I 9y
o Idaho’s average score (218) in 2003 was not found to be Notlan (Public)
significantly different from that of the nation’s public schools 2008 [ .. T 32 s 13 FH
(216). Percentage below Basicand ot Bask Percentape at Proflent and
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Advanced
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Dbelow Basic 01 Boste O Proficlent &3 Advanced
Idaho were higher than those in 15 jurisdictions, not D sccomniodations were not permitted far this assessment.
significantly different from those in 17 jurisdictions, and lower i
than those in 20 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 ta 500, with the achievement levels
corresponding to the following points: Below Basit, 207 or lower; Bosic, 208-237;
© The percentage of students in Idaho who performed at or Proficlent, 138-267; Advenced, 268 or hove.

above the NAEP Proficient level was 30 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(32 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1992 (28 percent).

Ierformancelof(NAERIReportinglGroupslin]tdahol : Ty

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 216 38 34 23 5
Female 49 221 33 35 25 7
White 84 222 31 35 26 7
Black 1 -- - - - —-—
Hispanic 13 199 61 27 11 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - --- - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 - - --- - -
"Freefreduced-price school iunch
Eligible 42 207 48 33 17 3
Not eligible 52 226 27 36 29 9
Ayerep Seao Os Btmeen Sl Gars ||| RearTig Sl Ssiores e Seleted) Faresniles
e In 2003, male students in Idaho had an average score that was 500) : Percentiles
lower than tha.t of female s.tudents (6 points). This perforrpance 200
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (4 points). 240 = 2?-43133 75th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 230 m
for Black students in Idaho. 270 » ﬁ'\g 50th
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 al
than that of Hispanic students (23 points). This performance 200 220 25k

gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (23 points). 1% 199 795

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of O’L
‘92

students who were eligible (19 points). This performance gap n
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (19 points). 02'03
®e==sl Accommodations were not permitted
===l Accainmodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, tesulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not avaitable" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assi nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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e a I n g 2003 Public Schaols
: '  Snapshet Repest - W T SRS |
The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.
vl Reeihg R Gerllimets. & !
. 1Htinois (Publl()
. ¢ In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in
litinois was 216. 28 [T TT %
@ |lllinois’ average score (216) in 2003 was not found to be Nation {Public)
significantly different’ from that of the nation’s public schools 2003 [ S HI % | 32 223 LIl
(216). Petcentage below Bosk ond ot Bask  Percentuge ot Profic/ent and
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Advonced
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Qbelow Basic [ Bosic [ Profident B Advanced
lllinois were higher than those in 9 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
than those in 25 jurisdictions. corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 207 o lower; Basic, 208-237;
o The percentage of students in lllinois who performed at or Profident, 238-267; Advonced, 268 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 31 percent in 2003. The
percentage of students in lllinois who performed at or above
the Basic level was 61 percent.
RerformanceloNAERIReporting]Grotps]in]lllingis NS R
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 214 41 31 22 6
Female 49 219 37 30 24 9
White 60 228 26 33 30 11
Black 211 194 64 26 9 2
Hispanic 16 197 58 27 13 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 21 2351 16 | 38 35 1
American Indlan/AIaskal\l'atlvre o oowl e - - - -
Free/reduced- -price school lunch
Eligible 42 197 | 591 27 12 2
Not eligible 54 232 22 33 33 12
: ‘ ‘ Read !“. 1 oresya Sele gajrerce e ‘
o [n 2003, male students in lllinois had an average score that Scale Score Distribution
was lower than that of female students (5 points). This 25th 50th 75th
performance gap was not significantly different from that of the Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
Nation (8 points). llinois 191 219 244
© In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher || Nation (Public) 193 219 243
than that of Black students (34 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of the Nation (30
points). An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP
¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,
than that of Hispanic students (31 points). This performance middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (28 the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools
points). nationally scored below 243, and 75 percent of students in lllinois
scored below 244.
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that
of students who were eligible (35 points). This performance
gap was wider than that of the Nation (28 points).

# The estimate rounds to zero. - Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from lllinois. { Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/iower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared 1o previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schoals).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percenlages.

Visit http://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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The National Assessment of Educatlonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Tedlane (PUb:m
Indiana was 220. This was not found to be significantly 192" LT 38° [
different’ from the average score in 2002 (222), and was not LTI NS 3 N 3 fe 25
found to be significantly different from the average score in 02 [~ ¥R -] U =26
1992 (221). ws [CEL ] 3 | wse
o Indiana's average score (220) in 2003 was higher than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (216). 2003 | 23] | 32 23 -
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentoge below Bosk ond at Bask  Percentage ot Profklent ond
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advaticed
Indiana were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not B below Sasic () Bustc & Profictent @ Advonced
significantly different from those in 26 jurisdictions, and lower M ccommodations were pof peraitted for this assessment.
than those in 8 jurisdictions.
. . NOTE: The NAEP teading scale ranges Irom 0 to 500, with the achiovement levels
° T't;e petfeﬁi%epo;z;ggxflg IT?AI/anaS\g”;o :’erri?:r’:]ggoa; C?Trhis corresponding to the following points: Below Basic 207 or lower; 8asic, 208-237;
above the el was ercel . » \
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Profidont, 738-267; Advoncad, 268 o shov.
(33 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1992 (30 percent).

RerformancelofiNAE RIReporting[Groupslinlindiana ~ e N
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 216 38 34 23 6
Female 51 224 30 33 27 10
White 80 224 29 34 27 9
Black 12 197 62 27 9 2
Hispanic 5 212 42 32 21 5
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -— -— - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # -— -— - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 35 205 51 30 15 3
Not eligible 63 229 25 35 30 10
Pyverea St Ceis Etnen ealard Geps. | | [Reedhg Seel Seeres £k Selsted Roreantiss
o In 2003, male students in Indiana had an average score that 500} Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (8 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ e U5
1992 (5 points). M .- ot 75th
. ) 240 245245
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 2
than that of Black students (28 points). This performance gap Bl o..(, 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (25 points). 220 173
0
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate n 2a2. 197
for Hispanic students in Indiana in 1992. fzo tewm 2&“‘;’8 25th
0
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price J
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (23 points). This performance gap 0 -
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (23 points). 92 'Y 0203
Besesum Acommodations were not permitted
O==={1 Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0—500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002,

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.

i3 ~  BESTCOPY AVAILABLE



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. The Nation's Report Card . lowa

stte 3 o ‘ i ‘ 2003 ’ o e
" ’ﬂp~ ¥ ‘ : : ‘(;;; ‘

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

@ In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in tawa (P"bh?,
lowa was 223. This was not found to be significantly different’ 1992
from the average score in 2002 (223), and was not found to be 1994
significantly different from the average score in 1992 (225). 1998
. . 2002
@ |owa's average score (223) in 2003 was higher than that of the 2003
nation's public schools (216).
@ Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Nation (Publi
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in 2003 .
lowa were higher than those in 27 jurisdictions, not significantly Porcentage below Bask and at fask  Percentage af Proficient and
different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower than those in Advanced
3 jurisdictions. below Basic O3 Basle &3 Proficdent @ Advanced
o The percentage of students in lowa who performed at or above " Accommodations ware not permitted for this assessment,

the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(35 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1992 (36 percent).

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
cotresponding to the followlng points: Befow Basi 207 or lower; Basle 208-237;
Profkient, 238-267; Advonced, 268 or above.

¥ g g
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 220 33 36 26 5
Female 49 227 26 35 29 9
White 87 226 26 36 30 8
Black 5 196 66 26 8 1
Hispanic 5 205 52 K 16 1
Asian/Pacific tstander 2 — - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 — - - - -—
Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 32 34 16 2

Not eligible

e In 2003, male students in lowa had an average score that was Perceatiles
lower than that of female students (7 points). This performance
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (7 points). 250 %7 2%
.-----------.6_—_,.0_0
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 140 25 246 23 75th
than that of Black students (30 points). This performance gap 230 238 25 2%
was wider than that of 1992 (18 points). uLE-YTUTTLILLE , GHE— s R
o . 220 2724 2252%
@ The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 210 206 203
for Hispanic students in lowa in 1992. | T 22'_________5_______0_0 251k
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190 : 1% 202203
schoo! lunch had an average score that was higher than that of S
students who were eligible (22 points). This performance gap T )
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). 0
' 9 ‘98 '02'03
We=edl Accommodotions were not permitted
[pmmnn] - Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Hansos {Publi
Kansas was 220. This was not found to be significantly 1998 | 36
different® from the average score in 2002 (222), and was not 2002 1 7]
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 | 34
1998 (221).
K (220) in 2003 was higher than that of Ntion Pubid
¢ Kansas' average score in was higher than that o 003 [ B 0 R 57
the nation's public schools (216). ]

2 below Bask and at Bosi P at Profics.
o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 wrantogeblow Bask and o Bsfc - Pusntogecf rfldntord

fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in below Bosic [ Bosic [ Proficient €3 Advonced
Kansas were higher than those in 16 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 28 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 8 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievenient levels

corresponding 1o the following points: Below Basie, 207 or lower; Busic, 208-237;
@ The percentage of students in Kansas who performed at or Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above,
above the NAEP Proficient level was 33 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(34 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (34 percent).

e formancelONNAE RIREpOtinIGLoUpYinjKansa o I A T
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 216 38 33 23 6
Female 48 224 29 34 27 9
White 78 225 29 35 28 9
Black 10 197 60 26 12 2
Hispanic 8 207 49 32 16 3
Asian/Pacific |slander 2 - - - -- -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 — - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch .
Eligible 41 206 49 32 15
Not eligible 58 230 23 34 32 11
Seere Ceps B Seesd @amms & ||| Readlng [SeotesIatoelectedlbercentileS YNNI
e In 2003, male students in Kansas had an average score that 500/L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (8 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 2%5
1998 (7 points). Omacmmmcmem—Lhagy 7 5th
P ) ) 20§ 245 26245
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 27
than that of Black students (28 points). This performance gap 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). 20 25 24123
*
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 20 2046 25th
than that of Hispanic students (18 points). This performance 200 20?2 20093
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). 190 |
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :l’
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - -
students who were eligible (23 points). This performance gap 98 02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (23 points). ===l Acommodotions were not permitted
Desnel] - Accomimodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0—500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2= Jurisdictions® includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available*® category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses readlng in two contexts described in the NAEP framework readlng for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from O to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

Kentucky was 219. This was not found to be significantly |992:

different' from the average score in 2002 (219), and was higher 1994

than the average score in 1992 (213). 1998
¢ Kentucky's average score (219) in 2003 was not found to be :z:

significantly different from that of the nation's public schools
(216). Natlon (Public)

¢ Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003 -
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Basic and at Basic Percentage at Proficient and
Kentucky were higher than those in 16 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 25 jurisdictions, and lower below 8astc O Basic Proficient
than those in 11 jurisdictions. n, were nob permitted for this

© The percentage of students in Kentucky who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 31 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(30 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (23 percent).

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from O to 500, with the achlevensent levels
corresponding to the following peints: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basi, 208-237;
Profkient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or ahove.

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 215 40 33 22 5
Female 51 223 32 34 26 8
White 85 221 33 35 26 7
Black 12 202 56 28 13 2
Hispanic 1 — - - - —
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - -— -
American Indiar/Alaska Native # -—- — - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 50 209 47 32 18 3

Not eligible 47 229 24 35 31 10

¢ In 2003, male students in Kentucky had an average score that 500/L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (8 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of T 23+ 238 ‘______.Q—_o—c 75¢
1992 (7 points). ;Zg waneoms 242203 5
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 220 215¢ g0 - éo —Ci==l 50th
than that of Black students (20 points). This performance gap -----.--“"' 22 22!
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (18 points). 710
200 .
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 19° 187% pewe b‘-__—l?ﬁ% 25th
for Hispanic students in Kentucky. 190 Tregert
180
¢ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price J
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (20 points). This performance gap 0 - - —
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). N 98 02'03
Wa=s= Accommodations were not permitied
Dese{] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons {higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions {such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statustlcal comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages

SOURCE u.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Educat:on Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1884, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts descnbed in the NAEP framework: readlng for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Overl Reacng Resulls tor Lenfidime I |(S UdentiRercentage Lovels,
e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in wmmnwu"&/) 7 ..
Louisiana was 205. This was not found to be significantly “mn | 4 ! 3 [@3—5 ?
different from the average score in 2002 (207), and was not 1993" | o I 26 [aa-f2
found to be significantly different from the average score in 1998 [ 155) iU 14 B3
1992 (204). no  E 0] T 0 [awie [
o Louisiana's average score (205) in 2003 was lower than that of 2003 b 0 1 B Bl
the nation's public schools (216). Natien (Public)
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003 LT T % el
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Bosicand at Basic  Pescentage a1 Proficient and
Louisiana were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not Advenced
significantly different from those in 6 jurisdictions, and lower Cbelow Baske O Basic O Proficdent B Advanced
than those in 45 jurisdictions. % pcommodations wore not permitted for this assessment.
o The percentage of students in Louisiana who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scdl
> N A : g scale ranges from O to 500, with the achleventent levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent in 2003. This corrasponding to the followlng pelnts: Below Basi, 207 or lowaer; Basi¢ 208-237;

percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002

(20 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (15 percent). Proliclns, 238-261; Advanced, 268 or chove.

Regformance]ofiNAERIReportinglGroups]injiouisianaly

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 200 56 27 14 3
Female 48 210 46 31 18 4
White 44 223 30 37 26 7
Black 53 189 70 22 7 1
Hispanic 1 - - --- - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -— - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - -- - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 63 195 62 26 10 1
Not eligible 33 224 30 34 28 8
AVErage @i@l@@;}é Betweenselectedcroun IR IRE anolccals SeaRs 6h Slesied) Pereenlsd ;
@ In 2003, male students in Louisiana had an average score that SOO/L Percentiles
_ was lower than that of female students (10 points). This 21
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 230 227* ggge B - i
1992 (7 points). 220 Beupune="® s 232232
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 204 206
than that of Black students (35 points). This performance gap ., 108* __se=e* 708 207 50th
was wider than that of 1992 (26 points). 200 Seme® 203+
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 190 |£| 180 "
for Hispanic students in Louisiana. 180 Se N .,.--"‘ 133 480 25t
-I
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 170 s
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 160 "
students who were eligible (29 points). This performance gap z
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (32 points). OT
92 94 ‘68 '02°'03
We==a Accommodations were not permitted
Dpmmeel] Accotnmodations were penmitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 levei was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by ditferences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resuiting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Slallsllcal comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

SOURCE UV.ASwEépa?t-menl;f“EdAdalTEn‘ “Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for »
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

Maine was 224. This was not found to be significantly different® 1992:
from the average score in 2002 (225), and was lower than the 1994
average score in 1992 (227). 1993
e Maine's average score (224) in 2003 was higher than that of :xg
the nation's public schools (216).
e Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Nation (Public .
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in 003 B .
Maine were higher than those in 31 jurisdictions, not Percentoge below Basic and at Bosi Percentage at Profijent and
significantly different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower Advanced
than those in 3 jurisdictions. B below Basic (O Basic Proficiont €1 Advanced
o The percentage of students in Maine who performed at or ¥ pccommadations were ot pesmiitted for this assessment.

above the NAEP Proficient level was 36 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(35 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1992 (36 percent).

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
panding to the following polnis: Below Basic 207 of lower; Basi, 208-237;
Profkient, 238-267; Advanced, 248 or cbove.

. Percentage Average Prcentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 221 32 36 25 7
Female 49 226 27 34 30 9
White 95 224 29 35 28 8
Black 2 - -— - - -—
Hispanic 1 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -- -— - - -—
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 —- -—- -— -— —
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 33 213 43 34 20
Not eligible 65 230 23 35 32
3 s S5 S Re ‘O NGIS , ISt O -*%i “" s - air
o In 2003, male students in Maine had an average score that was 500/[/ ) Percentiles
lower than that of female students (5 points). This performance - 251%
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (4 points). 250/ 4 mnae -
- LD LT P~ C—" . | tl
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 240 231+ 247 214724 '
for Black students in Maine. 230 233___....___ 27 ot
0 W r—C] 50t
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate . ‘ 27 226 2%
for Hispanic students in Maine. 210 20:' _%‘&' 25tk
. . aw Illtllllﬂ===}m t
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 200 ) 205 205 903
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 190
students who were eligible (17 points). This performance gap P
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (15 points). OT
92 ‘% ‘98 '02'03
Wee=sm Accommodations were not permitted
[pemamed] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higherthan, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for lesling stalistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" urisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and thé Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum lo lotals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Stalistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, (nstitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A ment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1894, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts descrlbed in the NAEP framework readrng for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

JoverallReading]ResultsiforMaryland

Muryland (Puhﬁc)

e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in . _
Maryland was 219. This was not found to be significantly 1992% | 43 ] EE
different® from the average score in 2002 (217), and was higher (LTI M s | L)
than the average score in 1992 (211). 1998 | 4 2 O | 31

we [ T 37
2003 A 2 S T | 30

¢ Maryland’s average score (219) in 2003 was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation’s public schools

(216). Natlon {Public)

e Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 ws [ FE 7T 32 & 23 L
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Percentage below Basi and at fasic Percentage at Proficient and
Maryland were higher than those in 15 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 23 jurisdictions, and lower D below Basic O Basic [ Proficient & Advanced

than those in 14 jurisdictions. " pcomuidations were not permitted for this assessment,

o The percentage of students in Maryland who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(30 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (24 percent).

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 1o 500, with the achlevement levels
corresponding to the following points: Bellow Basfe 207 or lower; Basi 208-237;
Prolkient, 238-267; Advaneed, 268 or above.

= Lot s BT RS- S .

RerformanceloiNAERIReporting[GroupsiiniMaryland

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 215 42 29 21 8
Female 50 222 34 31 26 10
White 52 231 24 32 31 13
Black 37 200 59 28 12 2
Hispanic 5 209 48 28 20 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 237 20 28 33 18
American Indian/Alaska Native # - — - — —
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 34 199 60 27 12 2
Not eligible 61 230 26 32 30 13
‘ . “: } .K K‘\ 20 :‘ “ ' z‘x}‘ \.' ( 0 5 s -7 I . - R B i VHTH f 2K
6 In 2003, male students in Maryland had an average score that 5°°,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (7 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250'
1992 (9 points). g7e 29 363____——0"' T5th
230 | L. meeeneent 283 246 151
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 40
than that of Black students (31 points). This performance gap . . 218
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (29 points). 220 2‘:__}_&_,....---5_____—??;-552’0 501h
e |n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 1o neé
than that of Hispanic students (22 points). This performance 200 188 191
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (24 points). 190 | oo, 184 peeen=h 193 194 25th
@ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 187
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 170
students who were eligible (31 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). OT .
97 94 ‘98 0203
Bee=l Accommodations were not permitted
D====() Accommodutions were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0—-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size Insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. { Significantly higher than, 1 lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.

o5 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Nation's Report Card Massachusetts

State R ea d i n g 2003 pugcrzgheoof:

SRePshes @@@@ﬁ‘ﬁ

The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts descnbed in the NAEP framework readmg for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Massachusatts (Publi

S

Massachusetts was 228. This was lower* than the average 1992: Lcal 38
score in 2002 (234), and was not found to be significantly 1994 D 5) B A
different from the average score in 1992 (226). ws [ TR ] 3
e Massachusetts’ average score (228) in 2003 was higher than 2002 Hﬁ. 3 -
that of the nation’s public schools (216). 2003 : = T T 0
. L. . Natlon {Public}
e Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 — s
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in wos [Tl A £ B KT 47|
Massachusetts were higher than those in 48 jurisdictions, and Percentage blow Bask ond of fosk  Percentage at Proficient md
not significantly different from those in 4 jurisdictions. Advanced
o The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed 0 Bbelow Basic 11 Basie Proficlent @ Advanced
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 40 percent in 2003, A were not p d for this assessment.
This percentage was smaller than that in 2002 (47 percent), NOTE: The NAEP reading scdh
e ) H g scale ranges from O to 500, with the achlevement levels
and wats not found to be significantly different from 1992 (36 cotresponding to the following points: Below Basl, 207 or lower; Basi, 208-237;
percent). Prolkient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above.
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 531 225 291 33 29 8
Female i 47 | 2311 241 33 30 13
“White 74 234 ] 191 33 35 13
Black 10 207 50 35 13 2
Hispanic 11 202 57 28 13 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 229 26 34 27 13
American Indian/Alaska Native # =
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 29 210 47 34 17 3
Not eligible 62 236 | 17 1 32 37 14
e Sere @ars Biten Selned Gamps | || Reading) Serls Seeves e Selxetsd) Persentils
o In 2003, male students in Massachusetts had an average score soo/L Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (5 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 260’
1992 (2 points). 250 | MY ..218“-“---248 2 75tk
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 240 .- 247 251
than that of Black students (27 points). This performance gap M 9y 77 TR
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (26 points). 230 -......-------m 235 S0th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 0 207 206
than that of Hispanic students (32 points). This performance 210 -..._222___"___ a 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (34 points). 200 0 206
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190 :
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of z
students who were eligible (26 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (28 points). 2 9 ‘98 0203
Beaadl A«ommodations were not permitied
Dty Acconmodations were permirted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 *Jurisdictions® includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum lo totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not disptayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educahonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts descnbed in the NAEP framework: readmg for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Ol Rearing R Gor Melfigely ™~ %

v lest

-

o n 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in
Michigan was 219. This was not found to be significantly
different’ from the average score in 2002 (219), and was not
found to be significantly different from the average score in
1992 (216).

@ Michigan's average score (219) in 2003 was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public schools
(216).

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in
Michigan were higher than those in 16 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 21 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 15 jurisdictions.

¢ The percentage of students in Michigan who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(30 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (26 percent).

Kidigan (Public)

1992" [ 38| ] 36" ZT 5N 1

1998 [ 38} | 7] R s °|

w02 [ & o] 35 PRI ¢ |

2003 C 15} | 37 I |
Nation {Publit)

2003 e e 32 23 EX

Percentage below Sosk and ot Bosk Perceatage ut Proficieat and
Advanced

below Baste [ Basie T Profient 3 Advanced
M s commodations were pol persdtted for this assessment,
NOTE: The NAEP rending scale ranges from 0 1o 500, with the achievement levels

corresponding to the follawing points: Below Basic 207 or lawer; Basic, 208-237;
Proficient, 238-261; Advanced, 268 or above.

T

O a ¢ y .
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 216 39 31 23 6
Female 51 222 33 33 26 8
"White 7 228 25 35 31 9
Black 21 189 70 21 - 7 1
Hispanic 5 205 52 32 12 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 232 25 24 35 16
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 36 201 57 27 13 3
Not eligible 63 229 24 35 31 10
Lyvevas Searm @eps Cotmeen Selestod Granps | | | Reexing Seefls Seores e Seletard Pereenlles
o In 2003, male students in Michigan had an average score that 500J/ Percemiles
was lower than that of female students (6 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’
1992 (4 points). 2394 4
i i 240 .----.------II-D-_-:::—G-—G' 242245 75th
a In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 %0
than that of Black students (40 points). This performance gap 219
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (35 points). 220 '““""“'“0—""—"%‘32 50th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 210
for Hispanic students in Michigan in 1992. 200 115.........-----5___,.__—0—0 25th
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190 194 17
- school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 180

students who were eligible (29 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (24 points).

oL
‘92 ‘58

Be==® Aqommoduations were not permitted
Demmsnel - Accommodations were permitted

0203

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2003.

-- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http./nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP), 1992, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Ovarl Readng oot Mimesd® || st Rerecniip e (VAP Adifovaiemtoels

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Minnasota (:ubﬁc) — _
Minnesota was 223. This was not found to be significantly 1" (T ] 7M B T
different’ from the average score in 2002 (225), and was not 19040 [ 135) ] 33 5. b
found to be significantly different from the average score in L2 Z T N 2 2 CE | 32 2#0ks .
1992 (221). 000 R 36" TR 7 |

© Minnesota's average score (223) in 2003 was higher than that 2003 a1 32 2
of the nation's public schools (216). Natlon {Public}

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 w08 [ i M 32 =t
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Porcentage below Bask and ot Bosk  Percentage at Profkient and
Minnesota were higher than those in 26 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower Dbelow Basie O Baste [ Proficlons €3 Advanced

than those in 4 jurisdictions. T Accommwdations wera not permitted for this assessrent.

o The percentage of students in Minnesota who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP readin
N b - : g scale ranges from 0 1o 500, with the ochlevenient levels
;gfgsnttg(ga:l\ﬁ/\aE:n/ZﬁZﬂsgttI:\éeel ;?/ga:i ggagﬁ;cgi?ftelrr:as?gg}n.rgé)SOZ cotresponding 1o the followtng peints: Below Basle 207 o lower; Basle 208-237;
(37 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (31 percent). Profident, 138-267; Advanced, 268 or chove.

RerformancelofNAERIReporting]GroupsliniMinnesotay
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 216 | 371 31 25 6
Female 49 229 25 32 32 12
White 81 229 24 33 32 11
Black 8 194 62 25 12 2
Hispanic 4 195 64 20 12 4
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 197 1 631 22 12 3
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -— — - e -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 29 203 | 521 29 16} 3
Not eligible 711 231 23 33 33 11
‘ ading}Scalels
e In 2003, male students in Minnesota had an average score that 500,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (13 points). This - '
performance gap was wider than that of 1992 (7 points). 250 24::__2.4.5:_______338______0.,0 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 240 27 248749
than that of Black students (35 points). This performance gap 20| 3 ;e 2 "
- . : .__-....ﬂ,__———-"&ﬂ 01
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (34 points). 2% Pousww o 17 27 5
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 210
i i in Mi i 200 200
for Hispanic students in Minnesota in 1992. 200 | ‘w195 __..----5/7.%\3 25h
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190 - 197 0
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of P
students who were eligible (27 points). This performance gap T
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). 0
92 ‘% '98 0203
Bessl Acommodations were not permitted
Dpssssal] - Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statislical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 =Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available® category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stalistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educatlonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: readmg for
Ilterary expenence and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

JoVeralRezding ResultyogMissics pe e U I

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Mm"“‘;p’ ‘PM() - - —

Mississippi was 205. This was not found to be significantly 1992 Lo = ] B Tuele

different’ from the average score in 2002 (203), and was higher e 5 B 7] v [WE

than the average score in 1992 (199). 1998 | 53] - [ 30 T
Lo ’ 00 == . 2 5 13%

e Mississippi's average score (205) in 2003 was lower than that gooi [ % - 1' gg '%‘Imzx
of the nation's public schools (216). -

S - . Natlon (Public}

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 - - - S—
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in 2003 ! SN 3 B I &)
Mississippi were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not Pevceutage below Basir and at Bosic Pescentage at Profitient and
significantly different from those in 7 jurisdictions, and lower Advanced
than those in 44 jurisdictions. O below Basic [ Basic [ Proficlent &3 Advanced

o The percentage of students in Mississippi who performed at or " dations were not peqmitted for this
above the NAEP Proficient level was 18 percent in 20?3- This NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 1o 500, with the acilevement lovels
p1eécentaget was ant found tto bﬁ]Slg?rl]ﬁ(:?ntL)églsze;int rom t2002 corrospending 1o the following points: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basl, 208-237;
(16 percent), and was greater than that in (14 percent). Proficlent, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or ahove.

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 52 202 55 28 14 2

Female 48 209 48 32 16 4

White 45 221 33 37 25 6

Black 53 192 67 25 7 1

Hispanic 1 --- - - — -

Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - -— - -

Arpefiga_rﬂ@@n/Alasks Native _____k -— --- --- - -

Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 66 197 62 27 9 1
Not eligible 28 226 28 37 28 7

e oS cotelC apslBetweemoelcctedicroun IR I RC2ainocalels core et lectedlRercentiies

e In 2003, male students in Mississippi had an average score SOO,L Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (7 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 230’ o 29_____“_ A a 75t
1992 (6 points). mo| *° 229 22820

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 203
than that of Black students (29 points). This performance gap ' m:_,..-..----ﬁ——m—u';g, 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (31 points). 200 - 205 204

0
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 19 176+ 181
> ) S A 180 175° . oeo® el 25th
for Hispanic students in Mississippi. Besupne*® 179 150 182
170

@ |n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (29 points). This performance gap 0 -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (26 points). 97 " ‘98 0203

Becodl Acommodations were not permitted
[mmsmel)  Accommodutions were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003, 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002,

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests, The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages,

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A ment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Missouri
Grade 4

Public Schoots

in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for

@ In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

Missouri were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 27 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 4 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in Missouri who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent in 2003. This

(32 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (30 percent).

percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002

Missouri was 222. This was not found to be significantly 199?: T 3 7
different" from the average score in 2002 (220), and was not et 8 T ] 9 z
found to be significantly different from the average score in s R ] 33 235
1992 (220). 000 [ 8 k7] 25
o Missouri's average score (222) in 2003 was higher than that of 2003 I ;- = C
the nation's public schools (216). Nation {Public)
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 wy [ BT w FE
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Basi and ot fask Percentage ot Proficiest and

Advarced
Dbelow Bask O Bask O Proficient & Advonced

M 5 commwdations wers ot permitted for this assessment.
NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 1o 500, with the achievement levels

cotrasponding to the following points: Below Basic 207 or lower; Baslc 208-237;
Prolkient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above.

Fertemmense o NAEP R

(]

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 219 35 34 24 7
Female 50 226 29 34 28 10
White 78 227 27 34 29 9
Black 18 203 54 32 13 1
Hispanic 3 218 39 31 22 8
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 39 208 48 33 16 3
Not eligible 56 232 22 34 33 11
Oyt S Cens Beteen Ssetd Greps | | | Rearlng Sl Seenes e Sefetad ereenilss
o |n 2003, male students in Missouri had an average score that SDO,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (7 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of ] .
1992 (5 points). 0 24,2:..2f-.......2.‘g_'____._-a—° "
240 - 244 147 75t
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 i
than that of Black students (24 points). This performance gap 212___220 2.28"_______0.‘: b
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (30 points). 220 "'"""'2‘9, 973 224 301
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 210 200 195
for Hispanic students in Missouri in 1992, 200 .'%19."'.‘........0_____—‘437’230 25th
1%0 -
e [n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 90 194
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 18 »
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap z
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (22 points). OT
92 4 ‘98 '02°'03
Beseol Accommodations were not permitted
Demn(} Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. — Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | fower than 2002,

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared 1o previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" )urisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available™ category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

CrEl Ry ety Wners -~ - || Soren Rorae p el NARD AR s |
e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Montana ‘P‘;bm) —
Montana was 223. This was not found to be significantly wat Ll GLE ] e A
different’ from the average score in 2002 (224), and was not 1998 35 19
found to be significantly different from the average score in w2 b W) o 3 TN o
1994 (222). 2003 [T @] ] T
¢ Montana's average score (223) in 2003 was higher than that of Nafion (Public)
the nation’s public schools (216). 2003 793%% LR
e Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bosk and ot Bask  Perceatage ot Proficieat and
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
Montana were higher than those in 26 jurisdictions, not Dbelow Baskc ([ Baske (3 Proficdent B3 Advonced
significantly different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower M A ccommodations were not perutted for this assessment.
than those in 4 jurisdictions.
. NOTE: The NAEP rending scalo ranges from 0 1o 500, with the achlevement levels
© The percentage of studgnts in Montana who perfprmed at or corresponding to the following poimis: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent in 2003. This Proficisnt, 238-267; Advanced, 268 of cbove
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 ! ! :
(36 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1994 (35 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 218 35 35 24 6
_Female 49 228 26 34 30 10
White 85 227 26 36 29 9
Black 1 - --- --- - -
Hispanic 2 -— - -— —-- -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -- - - -- -
American Indian/Alaska Native 11 195 | 621 231 13 2
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 36 208 47 33 17
Not eligible 58 232 20 35 33 11
LANE w‘ ' ap: w ' oup: e ";'ﬂ-"; glScalejScoresiatisele ' entile
e In 2003, male students in Montana had an average score that SOOJ, . Percontiles
was lower than that of female students (10 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 248
X »onasn s o Oy
1994 (9 points). 280 28 PRT)
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 230 225 228 soth
i A e s T
for Black students in Montana. 220 » o 78 3%
@ The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 210 206
for Hispanic students in Montana. 232_....----5_“_““0_0 25th
200 . 204 204 559
e |n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 3
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap 1’
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). 0
94 '98 '02'03
Beeed Acommodations were not permitted
De=m=(] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statlstics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.

31 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Nation's Report Card Nebraska

State Reading 2003 Grade 4

Pubtic Schoots

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Nebraska {Publk)

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

Nebraska was 221. This was not found to be significantly w® | 52| - 38
different! from the average score in 2002 (222), and was not w® [ k3] 1 32
found to be significantly different from the average score in wi | 371 I 3
1992 (221). 03 [P 1 3
o Nebraska's average score (221) in 2003 was higher than that Nation {Public)
of the nation's public schools (216). 2003 [ 28] | 3? RO 7 |
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentuge below Bosk and ot Bask  Perceatage at Proficlent and
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
Nebraska were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not below Basic () Baske T Proffcient E3 Advonced
significantly different from those in 26 jurisdictions, and lower 1 g ccommodations were no! permiited for this assessment.

than those in 8 jurisdictions.
NOTE: The NAEP rending scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievetnent levels
correspanding to the following poinis: Below Bosig 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 of above.

o The percentage of students in Nebraska who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(34 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1992 (31 percent).

entage » N Percentage of studts at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 218 37 33 23 7
Female 51 223 31 35 26 9
White 81 225 29 35 27 9
Black 6 203 53 30 14 3
Hispanic 9 202 56 30 12 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 - -— - - -—

Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 34 207 48 32 16
Not eligible 59
DyveEe Suawe G Beivsen SclestsdGronps ]
@ In 2003, male students in Nebraska had an average score that sooJ, Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (5 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 23 247 751h
1992 (7 points). nnl Chmacy 731
© In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 2 M
than that of Black students (21 points). This performance gap P -] . Oy 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (28 points). 20 25973
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 2:30 w197
than that of Hispanic students (23 points). This performance 200 Seww . Q%i"ﬁ‘a 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (19 points). 190 ’
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :f
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 -
students who were eligible (22 points). This performance gap 92 'Y 0203

was not significantly different from that of 2002 (22 points). We== Accommodutions were not permitted

D=} Accommodutions were perinitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at

lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stalistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OveralliReading]Resultsttor{Neyad e NRIURNINTE RO deniRercentagelatiNAE RIAChievementitevel SIS
© |n 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Nevada (Publid

Nevada was 207. This was not found to be significantly 1998

different! from the average score in 2002 (209), and was not 2002

found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003

1998 (206).

. Nation {Public)
o Nevada's average score (207) in 2003 was lower than that of 2003 37 | S 7
|

the nation's public schools (216).

. \ P below Bask and at Basi Percent Profkent ond
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 ercentoge Selow Sask and at Sasle ‘;Y“;;:j'm ke

fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Clbelow Basic [ Basic T3 Proficient B3 Advonced
Nevada were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not
significantly different from those in 7 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 44 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement fevels

corresponding to the following points: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Busic, 208-237;
o The percentage of students in Nevada who performed at or Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(21 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (20 percent).

[P rormancelolNAERIRE POMINGIGLOUPSINNEY Ao AR T

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

o

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 202 54 30 14 2
Female 50 211 42 33 20 4
White 54 217 37 36 22 5
Black 10 193 63 27 9 1
Hispanic 28 192 64 25 10 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 214 41 38 19 3
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 190 66 22 12 #
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 41 192 65 26 9 1
Not eligible 54 218 36 5
o In 2003, male students in Nevada had an average score that 500J/ Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (9 points). This 2
performange gap was not significantly different from that of 230’ 5_.-—-—2(32-0 75th
1998 (6 points). 2 232 33
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 25_‘_______0_0 50th
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap 209 21210
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). 200
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 190 lé?_....—-—-ﬂ-uo 25th
than that of Hispanic students (25 points). This performance 130 182 186 184
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). 170 B
e |n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :l’
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0
students who were eligible (25 points). This performance gap '98 '02°03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). Wenal Accomnodotions were not permitted
O] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. { Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons {(higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions {(such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information,

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: readmg for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

@ Reedting Rosuils for Mew (empshite. = || Siwlen Pereentegs e (AGP Adifovememiovels -
© In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in New Humps::lre(Publk) .
New Hampshire was 228. This was not found to be significantly W”n 38 .30 L
different' from the average score in 1998 (226), and was not 1994 £ G 0 |
found to be significantly different from the average score in 1998 31
1992 (228). 2003 3
¢ New Hampshire's average score (228) in 2003 was higher than Netion (Public)
that of the nation’s public schools (216). 2003 | 128 | 32
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentoge below Bask and ot Bosi Perceatage at Profiient and
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
New Hampshire were higher than those in 48 jurisdictions, and B below fostic [ Bask T Profident T Advonced
not significantly different from those in 4 jurisdictions. 1 g ccomanodations ware not perwiltted for this assessmeat.
© The percentage of students in New Hampshire who performed NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 40 percent in 2003. corresponding to the following points: Below Basig 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from Proficiont, 238-267; Advancad, 268 or above.
1998 (37 percent), and was not found to be significantly ! ’ )
different from 1992 (38 percent).

Rermenes o NAT Reperting Eeups i e kmpsiie©

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 50 224 29 37 28 7
Female 50 232 22 33 33 12
White . 94 229 24 35 31 10
Black 2 - - - - -
Hispanic 2 206 52 29 15 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -—-
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -—
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 17 206 49 32 16
Not eligible 73 233 20 35 34 11
AveragelScorelGapsiBetweeniSelectediGroupsi ] ReadingfScalelscorestatiSelected|Rercentilesi
o In 2003, male students in New Hampshire had an average 5oo,L Percentiles
score that was lower than that of female students (8 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250 28wy 248
1992 (7 points). 240 .---‘--------2-5—“’:‘47 2[5' T5th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 0| B w L soih
for Black students in New Hampshire. 2% Bhiaedeii '7% 2%
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 0| W 203° 208 250
. . . I L9 oo n w5 ® "D emecm—{]
for Hispanic students in New Hampshire in 1992. 200 ey 207 708
o |n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of J
students who were eligible (26 points). This performance gap T
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (19 points). 0 o %8 0

=== Accommodations were not permitied
Dl===(]  Accommodations were permitied

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at

lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. | Significantly higher than, | lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detait may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A ment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts descrlbed in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in New JeneyI:Pubﬂc) _
New Jersey was 225. This was higher* than the average score 1902 l ,k*m l\ L] =
in 1994 (219), and was not found fo be significantly different wo' ETTRF T W =
from the average score in 1992 (223). 2003 U C O 3l

o New Jersey's average score (225) in 2003 was higher than that Nation {Public}
of the nation’s public schools (216). 2008 [ 10 | 32 7|

e Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Porceatage balow Besicand of Bask  Parcantage ot Proficient and
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advanced
New Jersey were higher than those in 34 jurisdictions, and not D below Boste 0 Basic T Profidenr T3 Advanced
significantly different from those in 18 jurisdictions. B Accommodstions wera nat permitted for this assessurent,

o The percentage of students in New Jersey who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scole ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 39 percent in 2003. This corresponding to the following polnis: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basit, 208-237;
percentage was greater than that in 1994 (33 percent), and Profident, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or obove.
was not found to be significantly different from 1992 (35
percent).

PerformanceloiNAERIReportinglGroupsiiniNewllersey IS R % ;

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 511 2221 33 3 26 9

Female 49 | 229 1 271 31 30 12

White 58 2351 18 32 35 14

Black 18 200 59 27 12 2

Hispanic 16 212 1 44} 341 18 4

Asian/Pacific Islander 7 235 21 32 30 17

American lr)'dlgn_/{\lvas}(a‘[\laiiiq .. -~ - — -~ -

Freelreduced-price school lunch

Eligible 30 203 54 31 13 2
Not eligible 62 234 20 32 34 14

Ay Sear Czs Bxtwesn Sdesed Grenps ||| Readhi Sl Senres et Selasted) Razeeniles

o In 2003, male students in New Jersey had an average score sgo/L Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (7 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250 247 a
1992 (5 points). 210 Be--a 251 75th

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 | 225 9950
than that of Black students (36 points). This performance gap Besouy 7.?8 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (35 points). 20 )

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher n 222. 196 a
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This performance 200 ° 201 25th
gap was narrower than that of 1992 (38 points). 190 ’

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - -
students who were eligible (30 points). This performance gap 92 9 03
was not significantly different from that of the Nation (28 Be==um Acommodutions were not permitted
points). De====={] Accommodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 1994.

* Comparisons {higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2~ Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/nces.ed.gov/inationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

KQyeralliReadinglResultsifordNew]Mexico) ‘ BifStudentRercentagelatiNAERJAChievementilievels)
o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Now Mam: (Publc
New Mexico was 203. This was not found to be significantly (L1 i e L 31
different" from the average score in 2002 (208), and was lower 199" [ 518 ] 29
than the average score in 1992 (211). 1998 f_ L4g] 1 30 1 8
o New Mexico's average score (203) in 2003 was lower than that :gzg ' 'jl :;: “]:
of the nation's public schools (216). - 23
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? ici i Natlon (Publc
jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 0
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in 2003 I 12 I 3 L33
New Mexico were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not Percentage below Basic and at Basic Percentage at Proficiest and
significantly different from those in 5 jurisdictions, and lower Advenced
than those in 46 jurisdictions. Dl below Boske [ Basic (3 Proficient [ Advanced
o The percentage of students in New Mexico who performed at " Accommodations wore not permittod for this assessment.

or above the NAEP Proficient level was 19 percent in 2003.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (21 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1992 (23 percent).

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 1o 500, with the ackievement levels
corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basi; 208-237;
Prolident, 238-267; Advaned 268 or chove.

PetformanceloNAE IReporingleroupsiniNewMexic OO = £ e o
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score . Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 201 55 28 14 3
Female 49 206 51 29 16 4
White 32 222 33 33 26 8
Black 3 202 55 28 15 3
Hispanic 51 197 59 28 11 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 13 182 75 19 S 1
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 671 195 | 62
Not eligible 26 221 33
R N TSN T T e & Ty B A o . 5
ST B Chis Bttt Skd Gps - | || Ry Sl S
o In 2003, male students in New Mexico had an average score 500,L Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (5 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 7 235
1992 (4 points). ;:g --..?33........%‘;___% 7sth
o |n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 220 . s B
than that of Black students (20 points). This performance gap 2‘.2_ 207 209
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (21 points). 210 "----"""M 50th
04
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 200 188+ 2
than that of Hispanic students (25 points). This performance 190 '.,. 179 181
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (23 points). 180 ’r-----""ma 251h
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 170 »
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of z
students who were eligible (26 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). ¥ 9 98 0203
Bec=m Accommodations were not permitied
O===0 Acconmodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002,

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments,
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

i " ”“ w
o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Now lefpnblk) o
New York was 222. This was not found to be significantly 1992 L 2 l 35
different' from the average score in 2002 (222), and was higher tooq" Lo 'fm o] 30
than the average score in 1992 (215). 1998 | 334 ] 33
2002 I 3
¢ New York's average score (222) in 2003 was higher than that 2003 'l Eg} - |l 1
of the nation's public schools (216).
o L ’ Nation (Public)
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 o
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in 2003 : hada I 32 7
New York were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not Percentage below Basi and of Bask Percentage ot Proficient md
significantly different from those in 27 jurisdictions, and lower Advanced
than those in 4 jurisdictions. O below Basic O Basic 3 Proficlent €3 Advanced
o The percentage of students in New York who performed at or " Accommodations were not permitted for this assessment.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent in 2003. This NOTE: The NAEP reading scale runges from 0 to 500, with the acklevement levels
psesrcentage; was ant found tto bﬁ] slg?';ﬁcigntgygglszegt;nt from t2002 corraspending to the {ollowing polnts: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basi¢ 208-237;
(35 percent), and was greater than that in (27 percent). Prolklent, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or chove.

Praenee VAR Repodyy @ b Yerls . . . T T h ‘_Hj

Percentage Average ) Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 218 37 33 23 7
Femge 50 226 28 34 28 10
‘White 52 235 18 35 35 13
Black 20 203 56 30 12 2
Hispanic 21 208 49 32 16 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 230 25 33 30 12
American !pdian/AIas[(a”Native 1 - .- - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 52 208 49 32 16 3
Not ellglble 45 238 15 34 37 15
Axersp e Caps Baiweed Sekstd Graps- | || Reading Sl Seerios et Selestes) Rersentlls - .
e In 2003, male students in New York had an average score that 5oo/L : Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (9 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 240
- . .
1992 (6 points). 20 2¢£“_2£__.-..-- o 248937 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 2
than that of Black students (32 points). This performance gap 218+ . 219°
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (27 points). 220 RALE - I L b ron 225224 50th
o [n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 20
than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This performance 200 194. 187 -D—"'ﬂ 25th
gap was narrower than that of 1992 (42 points). 190 U I L
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 »
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of Z
students who were eligible (30 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (35 points). L7 98 0203
B == Acommodations were not permitted
Dmmaeel Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, 1 lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2« urisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: readlng for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Overe Reasing Resvhs for Mo Caxlig - Sl IStudentRercentagelatiNAE BIAChievementiife
o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in North (m:"m: (Pum" S— ”
North Carolina was 221. This was not found to be significantly lmn Bt e ] ,
different from the average score in 2002 (222), and was higher 199a" | 4r 129 2.
than the average score in 1992 (212). [LSL I - ar I 3 PTN 62,
o North Carolina's average score (221) in 2003 was higher than ;zz; - %@1 3:3 - .»fzs
that of the nation’s public schools (216). =
L " . Natlon {Public)
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 T
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in 2003 . ] 32 FERE b7
North Carolina were higher than those in 19 jUriSdiCtiOnS, not Percentage below Bosic and ot Bosik Percentage at Proficient ond
significantly different from those in 26 jurisdictions, and lower Advoseed
than those in 7 jurisdictions. Dbelow Baste O Basic O Proficdent @ Advanced
o The percentage of students in North Carolina who performed at " Accommeodations wers not permitted for ths assessment.
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 3;3 percent in 2003. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achleventent levels
gggngg:emage twas zm found t? b?hS'gTr:'c?,nﬂ){ gdg'fzfe';;t from carrosponding to the followlng points: Below Basi 207 or lower; Bask; 208-237;
(32 percent), and was greater than that in ( Profkient, 238-267; Advoneed, 268 or chove,
percent).
Rertenmense o NAER Reperiy) Crers i (erih Gaxdin o \
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 216 40 33 21 6
Female 50 227 29 33 27 11
White 58 232 23 33 32 12
Black 29 203 56 32 10 2
Hispanic 6 212 44 32 19 5
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 227 27 38 25 11
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 200 59 33 7 1
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 206 52 33 14 2
Not el|g|ble 233 33 32 13
' g S0 S e S re) Raenls -+ -
o In 2003, male students in North Carolina had an average score SDOJ’ Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (11 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 243 ae
199 ints). 2_‘)____,_...:,—0
2 (6 points) 200 | Booacmocennaa, L REL
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 240"
than that of Black students (29 points). This performance gap . N7 219~
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (26 points). 220 2’:_.-- sessancs 977223 S0th

. - . 21 206
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 0

for Hispanic students in North Carolina in 1992. ?gg 187+ 188 --_____25 Ty 25h
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 [ St 190°*

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of R
students who were eligible (27 points). This performance gap :r
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (26 points). 0

9 % ‘98 02'03

Beco @ Acommodotions were not permitted
D====(] Accommodotions were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002,

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 leve! was used for testing statistical significance. Perfformance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Slallsllcal comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percenlages

SOUﬁ?:E'—U'"S—ngéﬁ'r}\—iﬂgi—édﬁc‘éﬁo'ﬁ“ms‘mule of Education Sciences, National Center for Educalion Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP fra
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

foveralReadinglRes U ogNoRNDakotaR Sttt Rereenfer e AP Adiimamiens |

mework: reading for

P

e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in orth Dqkm: (M;l.‘.()_m’ . .
North Dakota was 222. This was not found to be significantly ‘mn G | 39 L 29
different* from the average score in 2002 (224), and was lower 1994 35 M"‘ 1

than the average score in 1992 (226). n [ 0% 38 T
w03 [ 37 et |

e North Dakota's average score (222) in 2003 was higher than

that of the nation’s public schools (216). Nation (Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 003 | 5 O i 1 1
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Boskc ond at Bask  Percentoge at Profkisnt and
North Dakota were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 25 jurisdictions, and lower D below Buske (3 Baste T Proficent 21 Advanced
than those in 6 jurisdictions. N pccommodations were ot perudtted for this nssessment.

o The percentage of students in North Dakota who performed at NOTE: The NAEP rending scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. corresponding 1o the following points: Below Basi 207 of lower; Basi, 208-237;

This percentage was not found to be significantly different from . 087
2002 (34 percent), and was not found to be significantly Profidont, 238-267; Advancod, 268 or above.
different from 1992 (35 percent).

RetformancelofNAEB{Reporting[CroupsfinjNorth]Dakota

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 218 35 37 23 5
Female 49 225 28 37 29 7
White 88 224 28 38 28 6
Black 1 - - - -—
Hispanic 2 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - — -— - -—
American Indian/Alaska Native 9 202 57 30 11 2

Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
[AVeragelscorelGapsiBe
o In 2003, male students in North Dakota had an average score 500/L Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (7 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that of ,250’ 24 W8
1992 (3 points). 240 weeo =0 75th
2
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 230 W #
for Black students in North Dakota. s oecl 25?0 S0th
4
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate ol 2070 208
for Hispanic students in North Dakota. 200 Senen 2«(:);4.,:, 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190 07
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of S
students who were eligible (17 points). This performance gap T
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (15 points). 0
' 4 '02'03
Besssl Accommodations were not permitied
Oees==(] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. i Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002,

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and timited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in 1902

Ohio was 222. This was not found to be significantly different?

from the average score in 2002 (222), and was higher than the 2002
average score in 1992 (217). 2003

o Ohio's average score (222) in 2003 was higher than that of the Natlon {Publl)
nation’s public schools (216). 003 [

e Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Perceatage below Bastcand ot Bask Percentage at Profident and
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advanced
Ohio were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not significantly Ebelow Bosic 0 Baske T Profident [ Advamced
different from those in 27 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 0y dattons wera not permitted for 1his

4 jurisdictions.

NOTE: The NAEP recding scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
o The percentage of students in Ohio who performed at or above corresponding to the following paints: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basit, 208-237;
the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent in 2003. This Proficlent, 238-267; Advenced, 268 or chove,
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(34 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (27 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 218 35 34 24 7
Female e 50 226 27 35 28 9
White 78 226 26 36 29 9
Black 17 202 56 29 13 3
Hispanic 2 207 52 25 18 5
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -—-
American Indian/Alaska Native # - --- — — -
Free/reduced-price school lunch i
Eligible 35 206 49 32 15
Not eligible 57 231 21 35 32 11
o In 2003, male students in Ohio had an average score that was soq,L Percentiles
lower than that of female students (8 points). This performance g
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (7 points). 250’ .
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 240 2410 2?:2?7 75th
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap 230 ‘
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (23 points). 219 Chmel}
' ) 220 L] 225225 50th
© The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 210
for Hispanic students in Ohio in 1992. 197
- . 001 g 201201 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190 !
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of P
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap T
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (24 points). ¢
‘92 '02'03
B===s® Accommodations were not permitted
[poemmnt] - Accommodations wera permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on stalistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 *jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detait may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OverallReading]ResultsjfoOklahoma} ; [StudenRercentagelati NAERJAChievementifevelShg
o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Okkhmnnmwd
Oklahoma was 214. This was not found to be significantly wt L g 38" @
different" from the average score in 2002 (213), and was lower wee [ AP 36 P s |
than the average score in 1992 (220). 002 | L4 7] 7
. . 2003 § LA MY | ) FIRS |
o QOklahoma's average score (214) in 2003 was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (216). Nation (Public)
e Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 ws Ll i .1
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Porcentage below Basic und ot Bask  Porcentage ut Profkioat and
Oklahoma were higher than those in 8 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower [ below Baste [ Bostc  E) Proficient 1 Advanced

than those in 35 jurisdictions. M pccommodutions were aot permitted for this assessment.

© The percentage of students in Oklahoma who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP rouding scale ranges fram 0 1o 500, with the achlevement fovels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 26 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(26 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1992 (29 percent).

carresponding to the fallowing points: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
Profidant, 238-267; Advonred, 268 or chove.

T T p——— — - —r ‘
Performance oiNAE PIReporting @Rﬁﬁmﬁn Oklahomaj ‘ L 4 Rk o
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 210 43 35 19 4
Female 51 217 37 34 23 6
White 61 220 32 36 25 6
Black 11 195 59 29 11 1
Hispanic 7 200 56 29 13 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 18 206 48 34 15 3
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 55 204 51 32 15 2
Not eligible 42 227 25 37 30 8
JAveragelScorelCaps) Selected[Groups] || Reeriing Seels Seores e Selasier) Foraenlles
o In 2003, male students in Oklahoma had an average score that 500 Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (7 points). This - 2 %3+
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 240' B emamceanmaann 75th
1992 (5 points). 2% 4 239739
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 290 22-.............222 50th
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap m YTl
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (22 points). 210 4 9910 199+
Pruconsasnsnann
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 200 IN 25th
than that of Hispanic students (21 points). This performance 190 191 192
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (16 points). 80 |
@ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - - -
students who were eligible (23 points). This performance gap 92 98 02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (23 points). Ba==® Acommodations were not permitied
[p=e=(Y fccommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. { Significantly higher than, 1 lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different} are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp;/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: readingfor
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

el ReaTing Rosiis (o Cragem - || St Repeentenp R NAED Adilvememt o

Oregon (Public)

o |n 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

Oregon was 218. This was not found to be significantly 1998
different! from the average score in 2002 (220), and was higher 2002 : d
than the average score in 1998 (212). 2003 1371 1 33 et Y]
o Qregon's average score {218) in 2003 was not found to be Nation (Public)
significantly different from that of the nation’s public schools 2003 [ 8] 32 ~n 7]
(216). ]
1 bel
o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions* that participated in the 2003 orontagebelow Bosican ot Bost— Peraniage ot rfidat cad
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Cibelow Basic O Basic 3 Profidemt 1 Advanced

Oregon were higher than those in 13 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 21 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

corresponding 1o the following points: Below Basl, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
o The percentage of students in Oregon who performed at or Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 31 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(31 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (26 percent).

Average I rentage of 5tudents at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 213 42 32 21 4
Female 49 223 31 33 27 9
White 76 222 32 34 27 7
Black 3 202 52 28 17 3
Hispanic 14 199 57 27 12 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 219 39 28 23 10
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 - - .- -—- —
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 35 205 50 31 16 3
Not eligible 631 224 30 33 28 8
JaveragelScorelGaps]Betweeniselected[Groups] | || Readling Seale Seams ek Salusied) Roreeniles
o |n 2003, male students in Oregon had an average score that 500 Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (10 points). This o
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 7 D____,,.-—Dac 75th
1998 (8 points). :‘;: s b IY
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 220 218

than that of Black students (19 points). This performance gap 216
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). 210

0
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 200 123 198 25th
than that of Hispanic students (23 points). This performance 190 195

722 979 0th

gap was narrower than that of 1998 (39 points). 180 5 189
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - —
students who were eligible (18 points). This performance gap 98 02°03
was narrower than that of 1998 (30 points). W@ Acomnodations were not permitied
[l Accoinmodations were penmitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 = Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for

literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

S ' R

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in
Pennsylvania was 219. This was not found to be significantly
different’ from the average score in 2002 (221), and was not
found to be significantly different from the average score in

1992 (221).
e Pennsylvania's average score (219) in 2003 was not found to Nation {Public)

be significantly different from that of the nation's public schools 2003

(216). Percentage below Bosk and ot Bask Parceatage at Proficlent and
¢ Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Advanced

fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in below Busic (1 Basic [ Proficlent T3 Advaonced

Pennsylvania were higher than those in 15 jurisdictions, not 9 g ccommodations were not peraiited for this ssessment.

significantly different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 15 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP rending scale rangos from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels

) ) carresponding to the following points: Below Basic. 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;

o The percentage of students in Pennsylvania who performed at Proficiont, 238-267; Advancad, 268 of obove.

or above the NAEP Proficient level was 33 percent in 2003.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (34 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1992 (32 percent).

iBennsylvania; P SR
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups R Jof students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 215 38 32 24 6
Female ) 49 222 32 32 28 8
White 74 227 25 35 31 9
Black 19 191 68 23 8 1
Hispanic 4 195 59 30 9 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - — -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 38 198 58 28 13 1
Not eligible 60 231 21 35 33
- _—t_.‘."\ s T =
o In 2003, male students in Pennsylvania had an average score 500)/ Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (7 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250/ 2 '
1992 (6 points). 240 Beeny 2?7‘;%'5 75th
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 23
than that of Black students (36 points). This performance gap ; Beo, 220 Oy (0
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (36 points). g - 224 973 301
: pali] i
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 720
than that of Hispanic students (32 points). This performance 200 ‘-.}22 Owr)
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (35 points). 190 197 194 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 »
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of y
students who were eligible (33 points). This performance gap 0{
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (32 points). 97 ‘94 0203
Wessm Acommodutions were not permitted
Dpsmmmt’}  Accommodations were penmitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003, 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.
2"Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Depariment of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

SOURCE: U.S. Depantment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
Q (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for

e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in
Rhode Island was 216. This was not found to be significantly
different* from the average score in 2002 (220), and was not
found to be significantly different from the average score in
1992 (217).

e Rhode Island's average score (216) in 2003 was not found to
be significantly different from that of the nation’s public schools Natlon (Public)
(216). 2003

s Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bosic and af Bosic Percentage at Proficient and
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advanced
Rhode Island were higher than those in 11 jurisdictions, not below Basic () Baskc [ Prolident €3 Advanced
significantly different from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 25 jurisdictions.

M 5 ccommodations were not permitted for this assessment.
NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevenient levels

cotresponding to the following points: Below Basic. 207 or lower; Basl; 208-237;
Prolilent, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or cbove.

@ The percentage of students in Rhode Island who performed at
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 29 percent in 2003.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (32 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1992 (28 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reportinggroups .. of students Score Below Basic Basic _Proficient Advanced
Male 51 213 41 33 20 5
Female = 49 220 34 33 25 8
White 69 224 29 35 27 9
Black 9 196 60 28 11 1
Hispanic 18 196 61 27 10 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 2211 331 38 22 7
American Indian/Alaska Native # -~ --- - ---
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 39 200 56 31 12 2
Not eligible 54 229 24 35 30 10
o In 2003, male students in Rhode Island had an average score 50(1)’ Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (7 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 7
- 250 245 it
1992 (4 points). 210 2:0-_,‘-........5.__.3%,(] 75th
45
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 m b M2
than that of Black students (28 points). This performance gap 219 _,..........%z_s_% S0th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (31 points). 720 »e T 7 219
210 ’
¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 185 198¢ 197 : :
than that of Hispanic students (28 points). This performance 200 pun Brnensaaa 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (40 points). 190 196 196 135
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 B
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of z
students who were eligible (29 points). This performance gap OT i
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (35 points). R 7B '98 0203
Baewdl Accommodations were not permitted
D] A¢commodations were penmitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to 2ero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002,

' Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than-in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions {such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
O (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card South Carolina

> Reading 2003 oo s
B _;Snepshoet Repesd - -y ‘ 3

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for )
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

G Reading Resvis fr S Gaalize || rmient Rersentesp es MAGP Adfovematleowls |

Sauth Carolina (Public)

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in

South Carolina was 215. This was not found to be significantly o - OF 1 3l 1e«l
different’ from the average score in 2002 (214), and was higher 1994 L 572 TS 16 .10
than the average score in 1992 (210). we [ 7 ] 31 18 _H

o South Carolina’s average score (215) in 2003 was not found to ;gg; { —— ;;B;NW\“I :: ;}%
be significantly different from that of the nation's public schools R =
(216). Nation {Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 203 L B ] 32 n [
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Bask and at Bask Percentage at Profiieat and
South Carolina were higher than those in 9 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower below Bask O Basic 3 Proficient [ Advanced

than those in 30 jurisdictions. M Accommodations were not permitted for this ossessment.

o The percentage of students in South Carolina who performed
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 26 percent in 2003.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (26 percent), and was greater than that in 1992 (22

NOTE: The RAEP recding scale ranges from G 10 500, with the adiievenient levels
corresponding to the doflowing peints: Below Basie 207 or bower; Baslq 208-237;
Profkiens, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or ahove.

percent).

Rereienee cIMAS Reperlhy @eps e Gerelfe - .
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 50 211 45 34 18 4
Female 50 219 36 34 23 7
White 55 226 26 38 28 8
Black 40 199 60 29 10 1
Hispanic 3 205 52 29 17 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - -— - - -—
American Indian/Alaska Native # == -— - - -—
‘Freefreduced-price school lunch
Eligible 52 202 55 31 12 2
Not eligible 47 228 24 37 30 9

(e Searo G Cetremn leded Craps || | Readliig Sealb Sxures et Seleisd) Poreenilzs
o In 2003, male students in South Carolina had an average score 500/[’ Percentiles

that was lower than that of ferr!?le s:ludgrf\fts 8 tpfointsththisf -

performance gap was not significantly different from that o . .

1992 (7 points). ;:g 23.“...’.%_.....--2:-—»—-“"% 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 290 N2

than that of Black students (27 points). This performance gap 0 pnge ---5/3?7_0 50ih

was not significantly different from that of 1992 (27 points). 210 Prnigene ni* ae

200
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 5 187* 187
for Hispanic students in South Carolina in 1992. 190 . 191 192 25th

...Q 77*  ame®”

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for freefreduced-price 180 l"'- 185
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 170 n
students who were eligible (26 points). This performance gap -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (29 points). OT

n W ‘98 0203

We==d Accommodotions were not permitied
Dhesemmet] Acomimodotions were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states! for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card South Dakota
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Reaging|ResultsIloooutDaKota) StagentBercentaaeiaiNAE YAchievemenauey I
o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in South Dokota (P"Hki
South Dakota was 222. 008 [T ETC ] 35 % LI
o South Dakota's average score (222) in 2003 was higher® than Notion {Publi)
that of the nation's public schools (216). 2003 LR ] 32° PR $7i)
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage helow Bosic and ot Bosk  Percentoge ot Profklent and
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advonced
South Dakota were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not below Basic () Basic (] Proficdent 01 Advanced
significantly different from those in 27 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 4 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale runges from 0 te 500, with the achlevement levels
o The percentage of students in South Dakota who performed at (orru.s!wnding to the following points: Below Basi, 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 33 percent in 2003. Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 or above.
The percentage of students in South Dakota who performed at
or above the Basic level was 69 percent.

T CONAER Repenting Orovps in Sovh Belsls

Percentage Average Percentage of students ai

“Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 220 1 34 357 241 6
Female 49 225 1 28 | 36 28 8
White 841 227 26 37 29 8
Black 11 - —
Hispanic 21! - - - - —
Asian/Pacific Islander 11 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 121 197 60 28 10 1
“Freelreduced-price school lunch

Eligible 371 210t 45| 341 181 3

Not eligible 621 230 22 36 31 10
e tagelScoreiCapsiBetweenseiectodicionn I |[Rea0inals caleiocoreYas el cteaperce ntics) ]

¢ In 2003, male students in South Dakota had an average score Scale Score Distribution

that was lower than that of female students (6 points). This 25th 50th 75th
performance. gap was not significantly different from that of the Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
Nation (8 points). South Dakota 2011 2241 2461

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable Nation (Public) 193 219 243

estimate for Black students in South Dakota.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in South Dakota. An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP
reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools
of students who were eligible (20 points). This performance nationally scored below 243, and 75 percent of students in South
gap was narrower than that of the Nation (28 points). Dakota scored below 246.

# The estimate rounds to zero. - Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

" Significantly different from South Dakota. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit htp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Ol R Reslls (5 Termessas 7] | St Pereentags R NAEP Adifovarsit lovdls

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Tensossas (Public

Tennessee was 212. This was not found to be significantly L M M5 U
different’ from the average score in 2002 (214), and was not " T T 3
found to be significantly different from the average score in L PG 4 2 32
1992 (212). 002 | T 1

, . 2003 [ [N | 3

o Tennessee's average score (212) in 2003 was lower than that
of the nation's public schools (216). Nation (Public}

o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 003 - & kL B 1
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Basic and at Bosk Percentage at Proficiest and
Tennessee were higher than those in 6 jurisdictions, not Advameed
significantly different from those in 10 jurisdictions, and lower below Basic O Basic O Proficiemt & Advanced

than those in 36 jurisdictions. " 5 ccommodations were nat permitted for this assessment,

o The percentage of students in Tennessee who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP readin
N - . : g scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevenient levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 26 percentin 2003. This corrasponding to the following polnts: Below Basl 207 or lower; Basiq 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Profilent, 138-267; Advanced, 268 of ahiove
(25 percent), and was not found to be significantly different ’ ‘ )
from 1992 (23 percent).

RerformancelofiNAERIReporting]Croupslinilennessee] = e e
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 208 47 31 18 5
Female 48 217 38 31 22 8
White 7 220 33 35 24 8
Black 25 188 70 21 8 1
Hispanic 2 206 49 24 20 7
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - --- -— - -
erican Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
e/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 41 198 58 27 13 2
Not eligible 54 222 32 34 25 9
e ane e oraCaps Bctweeniselectedicrour MM I [ReadinglScalelScorestatiSelectediRercentiles I
o |n 2003, male students in Tennessee had an average score 5ooJ/ Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (9 points). This ~
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 240’ 2% __310________233 75
1992 (6 points). 2% »" -o-——so—am 238 239 h
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 220 N4 N5 25
than that of Black students (32 points). This performance gap Bl o n e n o cmemoee=Lhag)  §0th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (26 points). 210 4 né215
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 0 19 188 190
for Hispanic students in Tennessee in 1992. 190 D---.....-----M) 25th
& 1n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price ‘ao,/
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap 0
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (26 points). ‘7 M 98 0203
Bess@ Accommodations were not permitted
D= Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. | Significantly higher than, ! lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/tower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions*® includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the *Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces .ed.qov/nationsreporicard/states/ for additional results and detaited information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

FOveralReadimnaIResultsforex IR L It dentpetcentanaiatiNAE BJAChievementieve S NN

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Toxas (P:blk) 43 .

Texas was 215. This was not found to be significantly different’ 1992 L : | 33 19

from the average score in 2002 (217), and was not found to be 1994° | 470 '_=l 32 20 m

significantly different from the average score in 1992 (213). 1998 | - 3 2
20 - ¢

o Texas' average score (215) in 2003 was not found to be 2032 E[ g 243 :?
significantly different from that of the nation's public schools
(216). Nation {Public}

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 2003 3 23 [
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Basic and ot Bask Percentoge ot Profiieat md
Texas were higher than those in 9 jurisdictions, not significantly Advanced
different from those in 10 jurisdictions, and lower than those in B below Busic O Busic  E Proficent £ Advonced
33 jurisdictions. " Accommodations wers not permitted for this assessment,

o The percentage of students in Texas who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scal t

: i . : g scale ranges from 0 10 500, with the achievement fevels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 27 percent in 2003. This cotresponding to the following points: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basl, 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Profitent, 138-267; Advasced, 268 or above
(28 percent), and was not found to be significantly different ’ ‘ )
from 1992 (24 percent).
FPerformancelof] Bﬂé}ﬁ? Grotps]inilexashitcang B SR R :
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 212 44 32 20 5

Female 49 218 38 33 22 7

White 41 227 26 35 30 9

Black 14 202 56 28 13 2

Hispanic 42 205 52 32 14 3

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 228 27 35 28 11

American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - --- - --- -—

Freefreduced-price school lunch

Eligible 54 205 52 32 14 2
Not eligible 43 226 28 33 29 10
et g oot CapBetweenioelcetedlorounckiss . lIIRSAdinolScAISIS coresiatiSelectediercentilesh

o In 2003, male students in Texas had an average score that was 5ooJ/ Percentiles
lower than that of female students (6 points). This performance g 241
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (7 points). 240 ] 236 B e B T5th

ML .

e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 b ‘ Ay
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap 220 na s -_-120 " 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (24 points). 210 AT b 2ﬁ=======()§318 A

e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 200 195
than that of Hispanic students (22 points). This performance ¢ 120 LR SRt ) 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (23 points). ‘80 Bataais 150 19515

180

e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price J '
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (21 points). This performance gap 0 - - -
was narrower than that of 1998 (31 points). 92 M 98 0203

B=e=@ Acommodations were not permitted
O==0 Acwommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 » Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available* category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts descnbed in the NAEP framework readlng for
||terary experience and to gain information. The NAEP readlng scale ranges from O to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in umh (Pumi:) 3
Utah was 219. This was not found to be significantly different’ ‘°°7n L L 3 2
from the average score in 2002 (222), and was not found to be 1994 3 Ui
significantly different from the average score in 1992 (220). 1998 3 RIS |

00 36 R

o Utah's average score (219) in 2003 was higher than that of the zooi = —3 r[g
nation’s public schools (216).

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 "“"“‘I;z;“"’l T
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in £ 3 FEN &2
Utah were higher than those in 16 jurisdictions, not significantly Porcentage below Basicand ot Basik  Percentage at Profxient and
different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower than those in Advanced
14 jurisdictions. D below Baske [ Bosk [ Profident B Advanced

L dations were not pesmitted for this

¢ The percentage of students in Utah who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. This NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievenient levels

?:gce(::c?g:t)wgz dnSJaf:l:‘r;? ftgu';z ?;gg('eﬁcs;ianr::%ccggﬁre:it“g?::“zooz corresponding to the following polnts: Below Basi 207 o lowor; Basl, 208-237;
fromp 1992 (3'0 percent) 9 Y Profklent, 238-267; Advonced 268 or chove.

P A s e D L g § e TR T R A s e V- R R
BerformanceloNAE BIReporing U w B i ‘
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 215 38 34 23 5
Female 49 224 30 34 27 9
White 83 223 29 36 27 8
Black 2 - - --- --- -
Hispanic 11 194 64 25 10 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 212 46 31 19 4
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 33 206 49 31 16 3
Not eligible 66 226 26 36 29 8
Lxverap s @S Rtreen St Graps s | || Reailing Seale S ek Salest) Rexeenllss -
o In 2003, male students in Utah had an average score that was 500 Percentiles
lower than that of female students (9 points). This performance oy 243
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (7 points). 240’ ..---.-....... 20243 75th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 230 W g9y
for Black students in Utah. 226 -......._,_" 220333 50th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 210 200 219
than that of Hispanic students (29 points). This performance 200 ®., 1% 194 .
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (21 points). 150 “MBesvernae 201 ygg 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of p
students who were eligible (20 points). This performance gap 1’
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (17 points). 0
92 ‘94 ‘98 '02'03
Be==el Accommodations were not permitted
De=se=l] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -~ Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card Vermont
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Croerell ReEeTiy) RE IS (o Vemmeil w6 - b b | e ereentEnm €8 AR Ackivemen e

’ Venrinont {Public)

o in 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in - - — —
Vermont was 226. This was not found to be significantly 2002 ) I 3 230 e [
different’ from the average score in 2002 (227). 2003 | 37 29 - LI

o Vermont's average score (226) in 2003 was higher than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (216). 2003 Ry 32 23 5Ed)

e Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percemuge below Bask and af Basic  Percentage ot Profideat and
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advonced
Vermont were higher than those in 41 jurisdictions, and not Bbelow 8asic O Basic (3 Proficent [T Advanced
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in Vermont who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent in 2003. This correspouding to the following polnts: Below Basly 207 or lower; Basic 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 ot above.

(39 percent).

e e s il

Average Percentage of students at

_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 224 29 37 27 7
Female 49 229 24 36 31 9
White 95 226 27 37 29 8
Black 2 — — — — —
Hispanic 1 - — -— - —
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - - — —_ —
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 — - -— — —

Free/reduced-price school funch

Eligible 29 214 41 37 19 3
Not eligible 69 231 21 36 33 10
PAveragelScorelGapsiBetween]Selected[GroupSEENG l Reading[ScalefScoresYat{Selected
@ In 2003, male students in Vermont had an average score that 500J’ Porcentiles
was lower than that of female students (5 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 0
2002 (8 points). :jo 2500, 1o
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate
for Black students in Vermont. ;gg Faag S0t
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 210
for Hispanic students in Vermont. 200 m 25th

@ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0
students who were eligible (18 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (20 points).

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002,

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not difierent) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http;/inces .ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educatlonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
I|terary experlence and to gain |nformat|on The NAEP readlng scale ranges from 0 to 500.

oY Resutsonvrgini SR St dentRe e nt a0 AN AE EJACh ievementTeve ISl

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Virgiin “::'hlm T
Virginia was 223. This was not found to be significantly "mn bocotiCB oo | 2 33
different’ from the average score in 2002 (225), and was not 199" [ K| 31
found to be significantly different from the average score in 1998 33
1992 (221). 2002 H

o Virginia's average score (223) in 2003 was higher than that of 003 H
the nation's public schools (216). Natlon (Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 ws L EH ] w0 5 TY
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Basi and at Bask Percentage of Proficient and
Virginia were higher than those in 26 jurisdictions, not Advonced
significantly different from those in 23 jurisdictions, and lower below Basic (J Basic 3 Proficiens El Advanced

than those in 3 jurisdictions. " 5 ccommodations were ol pemitted for this assessment.

o The percentage of students in Virginia who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scal '
: . . : g scale ranges from 0 1o 500, wirh the adiievement levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent in 2003. This catresponding to the following peints: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basl¢ 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Proficient, 238-267; Advanced, 268 ot chove
(37 percent), and was not found to be significantly different ’ ‘ :
from 1992 (31 percent).

BerormanCEICHNAE BIREPOTINOIGLOURSTINVILGIn N . e
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male : 51 219 36 32 25 7
Female 49 228 27 35 28 11
White 62 231 23 34 32 12
Black 27 206 51 33 14 2
Hispanic 5 210 | 45 35 18 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 235 21 29 34 17
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -~ - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 31 205 53 3 14 2
Not eligible 67 232 21 35 32 12
@@@o@@a;@@m@@ || Ry Sealle Sewwes e Sellester) Foreenilss
o In 2003, male students in Virginia had an average score that 500)} Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (8 points). This
performan(;e gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 244 .
1992 (8 points). 240 "'---...-------c»——"‘""'zm 75ih
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230

than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (26 points).

223 m )
20 | B 250 .. et 35 S0
b eumonn® 2%+ 225

210

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 200 196
for Hispanic students in Virginia in 1992, 200 "'439' ___.0,/2%?2%; 25th
ne -
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 190 " 195
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 180 ”
students who were eligible (27 points). This performance gap z
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (27 points). OT
92 ‘94 '98 ‘0203

B===l Accommodutions were rot permitted
Cee====] Accommodutions were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

fOveralllReading|Results forWas hington R nis SaEsRea | IS tlident{PercentagelaiNAE RIAChievementeve SN
e In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in wmmngm: (?.b,.ll‘.,w T
Washington was 221. This was not found to be significantly 19947 b 31 T s |
different® from the average score in 2002 (224), and was higher 1908 [ s s EX 20 [d
than the average score in 1994 (213). 2002 0k 33 H
. . . 2003 & , ; K T
o Washington's average score (221) in 2003 was higher than that [ He ] 2
of the nation's public schools (216). Nation {Public)
T, - . 2003 EY) 23 - [l
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
fourth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Percentage below Sask and af Sask Parceatage o1 Proficlent ond
Washington were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not Advauced
significantly different from those in 27 jurisdictions, and lower below Basie (0 Basle T3 Profident B3 Advanced
than those in 7 jurisdictions. " Accommodations were ot peraitted for this ussessment.
© The percentage of students in Washington who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP rending scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
ab?":nttge NAEP P ﬁflCIegttle;el was ?3 pﬁrcgi?ft n 2??3' T;E)SOZ carresponding ta the following points: Below Basic 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from ot 798-267: 8 ]
(35 percent), and was greater than that in 1994 (27 percent). Froficiant, 238-261; Advanced, 268 o chove

Tk B ? % @;\k vfg‘%%, ’é ] @W §§ . y‘% -

s

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 216 37 36 22 5
Female 50 226 28 33 29 10
White 701 226 27 35 29 9
Black 7 212 42 35 20 3
Hispanic 121 201 56 28 13 3
Asian/Pacific Islander 8 218 36 35 23 6
American Indian/Alaska Native 3 208 43 36 19 2
Free/reduced-price school lunch T T T e s e e
Eligible 38 208 47 33 17 3
Not eligible 51 230 23 34 31 11
AvezerR S Caps it Setd @eps . | | | Reediig Sealo Seares e Sellaset) ?
o In 2003, male students in Washington had an average score SOO,L Percontiles
that was lower than that of female students (10 points). This gt
Derformange gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 2t0° 42+
1994 (8 pom.ts). . 240 .________Ms 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230
than that of Black students (14 points). This performance gap N6 M
was not significantly different from that of 1994 (19 points). 220 weeemmt 0 226979 50th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 2o
than that of Hispanic students (25 points). This performance 200 189+ o 195 203180 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1994 (32 points). 198 mee=m""0 008
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 180 »
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of y
students who were eligible (22 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (22 points). 94 '98 ‘0203

Wessdm Accommodations were not permitted
O’} Accommodaltions were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

" jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additionat results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework readlng for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

©yerallReading[ResultsiforgWestiVirginia i e sl SRS udentiRercentagelatiNAERJAChievementilievelSh

@ In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Viest Virgida (Public

West Virginia was 219. This was not found to be significantly '997: G > N | 36 lr_ IS
different’ from the average score in 2002 (219), and was higher 19980 L EY G TV : ¢ |
than the average score in 1992 (216). loes | %%] ] 33 .23 g
A . . 2002 = =1 37 O
o West Virginia's average score (219) in 2003 was higher than 003 [ I ) — 10

that of the nation's public schools (216).

o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Nation {Publi)_ ___
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in 2003 3 23
West Virginia were higher than those in 16 jurisdictions, not Parcentage below Bask and ot Bosk Percentage at Profiieat and
significantly different from those in 21 jurisdictions, and lower Advanced
than those in 15 jurisdictions. below Basic (3 Basic (3 Profident B Advanced

o The percentage of students in West Virginia who performed at " Accommodations ware not permitted for this assessraoat.

?’Liasbg;fc;hn?agg%vpa 5 rrgzc;iggricliet‘;etl):asisg?\g"lg:rr\(t:l?nct!iifrf\efgr?tsf'rom NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
2002 (28 percent). and was not found fo be significantly corresponding to the following peints: Below Bask, 207 or lower; Basi¢ 208-237;

different from 1992 (25 percent). Profklent, 238-267; Advonced, 268 o1 above.

Reriaetsn G NARR Repertiy) @omps West Vot 3 & - i o v g0 oot wo @& % s |

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 215 40 35 20 5
Female 49 223 30 38 26 7
White 95 220 35 36 23 6
Black 4 203 55 32 13 #
Hispanic # - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander # -— - - - -—
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - — -
Freef/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 54 212 43 36 18 3
Not eligible 45 228 25 37 29 9
OyverEe Seem G ien Sdkal Creps . | || Rendlig Sl Seeren et Selssed bomseniiles” ©
6 |n 2003, male students in West Virginia had an average score 500} Percentiles
that was lower than that of ferr!ale stude.nts (8 points). This 241
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 240 ng.._?£9________ a a=a 75t
1992 (8 points). 230 740 241 231
e The sample size was not sufficient }o permit a reliable estimate 20 7 a5 "_ o=0 501k
for Black students in West Virginia in 1992. 210 Becugannce 220 220
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 200 195 194
for Hispanic students in West Virginia. 190 l...@:_____...bﬂ:‘gx 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 120 1%
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of J
students who were eligible (16 points). This performance gap ,[
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). 0
L7 ‘98 '02'03

Weecdm Accommodations were not permitted
[l Accommodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higherthan, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resuiting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions™ includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additiona! results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National As nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for *
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to S00.

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Wisconsin ";Md SE—

Wisconsin was 221, This was not found to be significantly '997n I — 29 NI 37 20 LE
different! from the average score in 1998 (222), and was lower 1994 HEYs T 36 &8 “‘
than the average score in 1992 (224). s [ LA ] 36 u

o Wisconsin's average score (221) in 2003 was higher than that 1 35 BTN 7
of the nation's public schools (2186). Nation (Public)

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 w03 2 2 feizy LI
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Bosk and at Bask  Parceatage m Proficlent and
Wisconsin were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not Advanced
significantly different from those in 26 jurisdictions, and lower Edbelow Baste (D Basie [ Proftelent B Advanced
than those in 8 jurisdictions. B Accommodailons were sot permited for this assossment.

© The percentage of students in Wisconsin who performed ator NOTE: The NAEP rending scale ranges from 0 10 500, with the achlevement lovels
above :he NAEP Plt'ofﬁClegttle\éel vyas'f§3 pﬁrcg.r;ft in 2:)?3. T?IQSQB corresponding 1o the following points: Below Basig 207 or lower; Basic, 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from wnt. 238-267: Ad .

(34 percent), and was not found to be significantly different Frofidnt, 238-261; Advanced, 268 or chove
from 1992 (33 percent).

PortrmEnse ENARR Repering @rones WIesemely 4+ % -4 S % @i g B 3w

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 217 36 35 23 5
Female 49 225 28 35 29 8
White 79 225 27 36 29 7
Black 9 2007 58 | 29 11 2
Hispanic 6 209 46 34 16 4
Asian/Pacific Istander 3 213 46 27 19 7
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 211 42 33 21 4
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 29 205 50 33 15 3
Not eligible 67 228 25 37 31 8
N ragelScoreiCapsiBetween]selectedlorouns 4 ReadingiScaleocoresiatoelectediDercentilcs e Saey, ai
e In 2003, male students in Wisconsin had an average score that 500/L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (9 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 250’ 25 2% 244
1992 (5 points). PP T T T, W— {1}
. . 240 245 245
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 75 22 226
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap peveBerascane . 50t
was not significantly different from that of 1992 (28 points). 220 ) 5 m
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher uo 20:----234------'-'-'20-55 25th
than that of Hispanic students (16 points). This performance 200 ‘ 20? 200
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (18 points). 190 B
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0
students who were eligible (22 points). This performance gap RZ72N ‘98 03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (27 points). Besn® Acommodations were not permitted
[l Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 1998.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared o previous years, resulling in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp;//inces.ed.gov/inationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in two contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience and to gain information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Ol Rerehig) Resris (e Wyeiing IS UGEn R centagelaINAE RYAChievementieve s

o In 2003, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in Vyoning (P:blk’r._m .

Wyoming was 222. This was not found to be significantly ”m“ = _ | 3 2t U = B
different’ from the average score in 2002 (221), and was not 1994 i TN
found to be significantly different from the average score in w98 i 8 ] U )

1992 (223). 2000 B s ] 37 & 20 [

¢ Wyoming's average score (222) in 2003 was higher than that of w3 ETHET 35 £ 18 (7
the nation's public schools (216). Natlon (Public}

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 003 1 RS/
fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Percentage below Bosk and at Bosk  Percentage ot Proficiet and
Wyoming were higher than those in 24 jurisdictions, not Advomeed
significantly different from those in 23 jurisdictions, and lower {Abelow Basic O Basic Proficlent €3 Advanced
than those in 5 jurisdictions.  Accommodations were not permitted lor this assessment,

o The percentage of students in Wyoming who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP reading scal f

: . ! : g scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevenens levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent in 2003. This corresponding to the following poinis: Below Basic, 207 or lower; Basl, 208-237;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Proficient, 138-267; Advaueced, 268 ot chave
(31 percent), and was not found to be significantly different ’ ! .
from 1992 (33 percent).
erfoumanCeIONAE PIREPORINGIGLoUpSTINIVyomming IR NUR SRR R SN A A
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 219 34 36 24 6

Female 49 225 28 34 28 9

White 86 224 29 35 28 8

Black 1 - - .- - -

Hispanic 8 214 41 36 18 4

Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - --- - -

American Indian/Alaska Native 4 189 70 19 9 1

Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 341 212 44 33 18 5
Not eligible 64 1 228 24 36 31 9

Ay Seere Gaps Betmeen Sahard s . | | | Readling Seelh Seerxen edSelesed Roreantlss. . -

o |n 2003, male students in Wyoming had an average score that 500L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (6 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 7]

1992 (6 points). ;:g 214"'3:4""""381“"""‘72‘26 75th

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 230 25 242 13
for Black students in Wyoming. % .----.........n‘ 225 S0th

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher a6 | el m
than that of Hispanic students (11 points). This performance 9 ....?g‘_“ 198
gap was not significantly different from that of 1992 (19 points). o Fuene I 202 991 25th

190

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price P
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (17 points). This performance gap 0 - - -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (18 points). 92 ' 98 02°03

mes=-m Acommodutions were not permitted
Oewenl}  Accommodations were pennitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002,

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not difierent) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

# "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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